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ABSTRACT

This report presents the results of a study of environmental
management and local government. The study has two main components:
(1) a survey of chief executives in cities over 10,000 population

and counties over 50,000; and, (2) a series of field studies of local
environmental management in Dallas, Texas; Inglewood, California;
Miamisburg, Ohio; and the Piedmont Triad Region (Forsyth and Guilford
Counties), North Carolina.

The major topics covered in the study include: perception of the
definition of environment, priority of environment as a local policy
issue, and types of environmental problems facing each local govern-
ment; adoption of local policy statement on the environment; existence
of citizen environmental boards, environmental agencies, environmental
sections in master plans, land use controls, other environmental con-
trols, moratoria, environmental quality standards, environmental
impact assessment procedures, environmental law suits, tax incentives
and penalty charges; factors contributing to and factors creating
obstacles to development of environmental programs; and, relations with
state and federal agencies.,

This report was submitted in fulfillment of Project Number R-801324
by the International City Management Association under the sponsorship
of the Environmental Protection Agency. Work was completed in July,

1973.
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SECTION |

CONCLUSIONS

Environmental programs have become a major function for federal, state,
and local governments with respect to the investment of financial and
staff resources. Programs range from retitling existing programs in
the language of the environmental movement, to adding specific programs
aimed at improving the environment, e.g., upgrading a sewage treatment
plant, to reassessing the broad range services with regard to their
potential for improving or degrading the environment, such as through
environmental impact assessment.

While local governments have traditionally exercised responsibility for
many environmental programs, recent programs have resulted in increased
management problems, Demand for new spending, need for new staff ex-
pertise, new political pressures, and the search for comprehensive and
long-range solutions are some of the added burdens on local officials.
Forced to seek new tools, local governments have little experience from
which to draw. MNew ideas attempted by a local government will most
likely not become widely known. When information about new programs is
disseminated, seldom is any systematic evaluation available. As a
result, the role of local goverrments and their problems and needs can-
not be defined accurately. This not only retards the effectiveness of
local governments, but also of state and federal environmental programs,
which recently have had greater impact on local environmental activities.

In 1973 a survey of municipalities with 10,000 and over population

and counties over 50,000 was conducted, along with four field studies
of local governments. Using the results of these studies this report
discusses the environment as a policy issue, the wide range of programs
used by local governments in securing and maintaining environmental
quality, environmental relations with the federal and state governments,
and problems in managing the environment.

ENVIRONMENT AS A POLICY ISSUE

initiation of an environmental program depends on how local officials
perceive the environment. Do they use a narrow or broad definition?

How well do they understand environmental problems in their own com-

munity. What priority do they assign to it?

Definition of Environment

The term "environment'', lacking a standard, accepted definition, has
a wide range of meanings ascribed to it. The survey posed four



alternative definitions of “environment." The first restricts the
definition to the '"natural environment'' or the categories of pol-
lution: "air, noise, sewage, solid waste, toxic substances, water."
The second alternative broadens the definition slightly to add
'energy, historical preservation, land use, open space, radiation,
population, and wildlife preservation." The third adds to all of
the above factors "aesthetics, health, housing, mass transportation,
recreation, streets, and highways." The final definition is the
broadest, reflecting a 'quality of life'" scope, adding ''economic
development, education, employment, public safety and welfare."

None of the four alternative definitions received support from more
than approximately one-third of the respondents. More than half of
the cities (57%) and counties (58%) viewed the environment in one of
the two broader definitions. However, the lack of consensus may be

a source of conflict, as officials in the decision-making process may
not share a common perspective. Moreover, this difference would be
reflected in the type of environmental programs adopted.

Severity of Environmental Problems

Local governments were asked to rate the severity of environmental
problems-- aesthetics, air, growth, land use, noise, radiation, solid
waste, wastewater, water supply =- in their community. Of the nine
listed, land use was rated by cities as the most severe problem, with
growth, solid waste, and wastewater tied for second. Counties rated
solid waste as most severe, followed by land use, wastewater, and
growth. Although it is assumed that the ratings of severity reflect
the nature of the problem in the community, they may also be influenced
by the specific legal authority and the availabiliLy of expertise to
analyze environmental problems. Generally, however, the more severely
a problem is perceived, the more likely a local government is to
attempt to solve it.

Ranking the Environmental Issue

While the environment is an issue of increasing popularity, most local
governments responding did not consider it one of their most important
issues. Asked to rank crime, education, environment, housing/urban
blight, taxes, transportation, and welfare in order of importance, only
about one-third of the local officials responding ranked environment as
either the most important or second most important issue facing them.
They generally ranked taxes, housing and urban blight, and education as
more important issues than the environment. However, the cities in the
West ranked the environment as the most important issue, and suburban
areas ranked the environment higher than Central cities. Local govern-
ments perceive the environment as only one of a number of major issues,
suggesting that these programs do not enjoy a favored position in the
competition for scarce local resources.



STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS OR POLICY

Concern for the environment as a policy issue may be expressed as a
statement of environmental goals or policy, adopted by the city's
legislative body or administration. Such statements provide general
guidance for the entire city administration, covering the total range
of municipal activities, and how they are developed and implemented.

Explicit statements of environmental goals or policies are not typical.
0f those cities responding, 20% have adopted a statement while 23%
have them under consideration. Twenty-seven percent of the counties
have adopted statements and 24% have them under consideration. In
general, larger local governments located in the West are more likely
to have adopted statements.

ORGAN|ZATIONAL ASPECTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

One of the fundamental tasks of environmental! managers is to organize
available resources to address specific problems. Because organizing
involves the distribution of an agency's resources -- staff, budget,
and authority -- it is a crucial determinant of program success. As
local governments have assumed responsibility for various environ-
mental programs, they have traditionally established distinct orga-
nizational units, e.g., sanitation department, water department.
Other local departments with environmental responsibilities might
include the planning department, health department, parks department,
and inspection department. As a result, environmental activities are
often fragmented between several agencies.

Three organizational alternatives were in the survey: a separate
environmental department, a staff committee, and the designation of

a single individual with environmental responsibility. The use of

the single official with primary responsibility for environmental

matters was cited by 40% of the cities and 48% of counties, exhibiting
more popularity in the smaller cities, where staffs tend to be smaller
and responsibilities tend to fall on a few individuals, and in the larger
counties.

Twenty percent of the cities and 42% of the counties responding had a
staff committee which meets regularily with the specific task of con-
sidering environmental matters. This committee may have responsibility
for a wide range of environmental problems, or a more limited charge,
such as the review of environmental impact statements. Ann Arbor,
Michigan, and Inglewood, California, are examples of these two types of
staff committees.

An environmental department or agency may take a variety of forms with
the primary distinction being whether the unit is a separate depart-
ment or part of another department. Twenty-three percent of the cities
responding. indicated having an environmental department or agency. Seven



percent were separate units and 16% were part of another agency.
Counties réported 18% and 37% respectively. Examples of existing
environmental departments include: the New York City Environmental
Protection Agency; Simi Valley (Californiad Environmental Services
Department; Palo Alto (Californig Environmental Planning Office; and
Austin (Texas) Office of Environmental Resources Management. Dallas,
Texas, and Inglewood, California, each have one environmental section
in the planning department. ’

CITIZEN ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSIONS

Citizen interest in the environment has been particularly demonstra-
tive. Most recently, federal environmental legislation, such as the
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 -- has specified a
major role for citizens.

Citizen boards or commissions are a common approach used by local
governments to involve citizens. Predictably, the emergence of the
environment as an important public isSue has led to the creation of
citizen environmental commissions. According to the survey, nearly
one-fourth of the cities and 36% of the counties responding have
created such commissions. Most of these commissions have a broad
mandate to investigate environmental problems and advise the city;

few had any enforcement power. Examples of citizen environmental
commissions may be found in Dallas (Environmental Quality Committee)
and Guilford County, N. C. (Advisory Board for Environmental Quality).

In addition, over half the cities and counties responding reported
expanding the functions of an existing board or commission to include
environmental functions. The commissions most likely to be expanded
are the planning commission and the parks and recreation commission.
The Community Environmental Commission in Inglewood, California, is an
example of this approach.

STRATEGIES FOR MANAGING‘THE ENVIRONMENT

A variety of strategies or tools are available to local governments

for dealing with environmental problems. Most of these strategies

are ''new! only because they have not been used specifically in response
to environmental problems. Also, more recently, the focus of local
programs has been to anticipate and prevent problems from occurring,
rather than to solve them once they arise.

Most strategies are applicable to more than one specific environmental
problem, although no one is sufficient to deal with the broad range

of problems facing local governments. The tools examined in the survey
are: a conservation or environmental section in the local master plan;
dand use controls; other environmental controls; environmental impact ]
assessment; moratoria; tax incentives or effluent charges; and legal suits.



Environmental Section in Master Plan

While the master plan or comprehensive plan is one of the oldest tools
for guiding urban development in use, only in recent years has there
been a movement to include a conservation or environmental section.

A comprehensive plan coordinates all .of the elements that influence
physical development. Clearly, environmental considerations deserve to
be included on that basis.

When queried about the existence of an environmental section in the
comprehensive plan of their respective cities, approximately one-fourth
of those responding indicated the adoption of such a section. Nearly
one-third of the local governments reported that such a section was
currently under consideration. lInclusion of an environmental com-
ponent is most common in the Northeast (40%), and is under considera-
tion most often in the West (48%). The latter case is due in large
part to a California state law requiring local governments to include
such an element in their plans.

Land Use Controls

One of the strategies most frequently utilized by local governments

in managing the environment is land use control. While an extensive
number of land use controls exist across the country, the survey
identified nine controls to test the rate of utilization. The nine
were architectural appearances, flood plain zoning, growth limitation,
historical preservation, marshland controls, open space zoning,
required installation of public facilities by developers, dedication
of land for public purposes by developers, and zoning to protect the
natural resources.

The required installation of public facilities (e.g., sewers) by
developers was reported by 83% of the cities and 51% of the counties.
The type of facilities required was not reported. The second highest
rate of utilization by cities was for open space zoning (48%),
reported by 36% of the counties. It is unclear, however, whether

open space zoning was understood to also refer to preservation.

Nearly one-half of the cities required dedication of land for public
purposes (e.g., schools, parks, streets) by developers and have adopted
flood plain zoning. Counties reported 29% and 33% utilization re-
spectively. Other land use controls were used less frequently.

Other Environmental Controls

A number of other regulatory controls are available to local govern-
ments for addressing environmental problems. They were asked to
identify which of the following nine additional controls had been
adopted by their community: abandoned vehicle ordinance, tree pre=-
servation ordinance, erosion control ordinance, grading (excavation)



ordinance, housing code, noise ordinance, restriction on nonreturnable
botties, sanitation (refuse) ordinance, and sign ordinance.

The highest city utilization rate (84%) was shared by three controls:
sign ordinance, sanitation ordinance, and abandoned vehicle ordinance.
A large number of cities (80%) reported adoption of a housing code.
The only other control approaching 50% utilization was the grading
ordinance, acknowledged by L43% of the cities responding. The only
control reported by over one-third of the counties was the sanitation
ordinance (49%).

Environmental Quality Standards

With an increased role for the federal and state governments in setting
environmental quality standards, many cities have eliminated their
environmental standards or have not developed any. Some states pro-
hibit local governments from adopting their own standards. The cities'
role is stronger, however, in those areas where they maintain some
program functions, such as water and sewerage systems., In some cases,
e.g., air pollution, counties serve as the enforcement agents for the
state.

The survey resuits reflect these conditions. Of the cities responding,
53% have adopted sewerage standards and 43% water standards, but only
18% have officially adopted noise or air quality standards. Forty-one
percent of the counties have adopted sewerage standards, and 31% air
and water standards. Only 6% have adopted noise standards. The
results also indicate instances where standards are not being monitored
or enforced. .

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

A number of local governments have developed their own procedures for
evaluating the environmental impact of projects. According to the

survey results, 30% of the cities and 35% of the counties responding

have formal requirements for environmental impact statements. However,
only 17% of non-western cities have some form of EIS requirement compared
to 70% of the western cities. Western counties alsc dominate the use

of EIS.

While the processes used by most local governments are similar, there

is some variation in the types of projects requiring impact statements.
Criteria used to determine whether a statement must be prepared include:
public or private in origin, dollar value, number of dwelling units,

and type of action required by the local government. Survey results
indicated that most local governments require statements on private
projects as well as public ones.

These results reflect the California EIS experience, where the Cali-
fornia Environmental Quality Act requires local governments to prepare
impact statements on both public and private projects.



Moratoria

Nearly one-fifth of all local governments responding acknowledged
imposing some type of moratorium within the past two years. In some
cases the moratorium may be a temporary ban while a study or a
facility is being completed. In other cases, however, where the
problem may be seen as long term, the ban may be for a longer time.

The refusing of building permits is the most common type of ban imposed,
followed by prohibiting water and sewer connections and denying re~
quests for rezoning. Examples of moratoria are: Phoenix, Arizona --
ban on building permits in a proposed open space area; Fairfax County,
Virginia =- refusing water and sewer permits in areas with inadequate
treatment capacity; and, several California cities -- denying requests
for rezoning until EIS procedures could be developed. In Dade County,
Florida, a general moratorium authority has been enacted allowing the
county manager to declare a moratorium when necessary.

Although moratoria may be considered an admission by local officials
that previous planning or other programs have been ineffective, their
use may prove valuable if the delay is used to analyze alternatives
and to develop effective programs, rather than merely postponing the
resolution of the problem. Their use frequently occurs as a result of
a crisis, and in those circumstances is probably least open to criti-
cism.

Economic Incentives and Effluent Charges

The survey disclosed that only 3% of the cities and 9% of the counties
responding use the tax incentive-subsidy approach. This low utiliza-
tion rate may be due to a number of factors, including the uncertainty
about what comprises an economic incentive. Other factors may include
limited legal authority to adopt economic incentives, reluctance to give
up scarce revenues and reluctance to ''reward'' pollutors.

Some local governments have been considering the reduction of property
taxes (by decreasing the assessed valuation) for land not utilized at

its maximum intensity, e.g., to encourage the maintenance of agricultural
land as a means of controlling rapid growth. Other examples include
exemption of pollution control devices from property tax and tax-free
Industrial revenue bonds for the purchase of anti-pollution equipment.

Eff luent charges are based on the assumption that the environment is
common or public property, and therefore any person or organization
causing environmental damage must pay for it. These payments are based
on the amount and content of the waste discharged. Effluent charges
are presently being defined by many local governments with respect to
sewerage surcharges and penalty fees. Almost one-quarter of the local
governments indicated that they use effluent charges or some other
system of taxes or fines. However, some may have interpreted this to
include any environment-related ordinance that might result in a fine;



Initiating Law Suits

The courts have played an active role in environmental protection.
Citizen-initiated suits against pollutors are becoming increasingly
common, and some states such as Mcchlgan, have enacted legislation
de5|gned to encourage these suits. Filing legal suits represents a
strategy available to local governments as well. Of the cities
responding, 10% claimed to have initiated at least one environmental
law suit. Law suits were initiated by 14% of the counties responding.

Law suits may be seen as an essential aid to an enforcement program
and for gaining compliance with environmental impact assessment pro-
cedures, but the process is slow and costly. Delays and appeals are
likely, especially if the defendant has obtained an injunction against
enforcement until the suit is settied. An example of an extensive
environmental legal battle is the attempt by the City of Inglewood,
California, to alleviate a severe aircraft noise problem.

Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Strategies

All of the strategies tended to be rated as effective rather than -
ineffective. Local governments utilizing a strategy consistently

rated it more effective than non-users did. Cities and counties agreed
on the four most effective strategies: land use controls, environ-
mental quality standards, separate environmental agency, and economic
incentives. Cities saw expanded citizen commissions as the least
effective strategy, while counties awarded that honor to environmental
impact statements and penalty (effluent) charges.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS [N MANAGING THE ENVIRONMENT

Environmental management has traditionally been a local responsibility.
Throughout the twentieth century, however, there has been increasing
environmental activity at the state and federal levels. As a result,
the relationships between the federal, state.and local levels have
changed. These changes have resulted in conflict and uncertainty. In
addition, efforts to solve environmental problems have led to the
development of regional approaches, often resulting in the creation of
another level of government and more changes in roles and responsubill-
ties. The result is frustration and confusion.

City and county complaints about their relations with state and federal
governments were similar, with many citing inadequate funding. There
was greater criticism of the federal government regarding program
administration. States were subject to greater criticism than the
federal government with regard to conflicting or unreal standards,.
unreasonable enforcement measures, inadequate local participation in.
policy making, and inadequate technical assistance. The survey results
verified the existence of widespread dissatisfaction.



One aspect of the interaction between local governments and the
federal government concerns the participation of local governments
in the federal environmental impact statement process. Many view
the EIS process negatively -- 30% of those who have written or
reviewed statements indicate they have had no impact and nearly one-
half Indicate they have consumed extensive staff time and delayed
projects. But project improvement is cited by 19% of the cities and
28% of the counties who have written statements.

About half the cities and counties say they are having some difficulty
meeting state or federal air or water poellution standards. Fifteen
percent of the cities and 17% of the counties report being the object
of an environmental law suit within the past two years. Nearly half
the suits against cities were filed by state or federal agencies,
although only 14% of suits against counties were by these agencies.

Local governments, however, seem to be quite satisfied with their
contacts with EPA central and regional offices. Only 9% of the cities
report their contacts with the central office are unsatisfactory; and
the same proportion indicates dissatisfaction with their regional office
contact. But smaller, Western, and suburban cities have both less
contact and less satisfying contact with EPA. Only 8% of the counties
rated their contacts with the central office as unsatisfactory, and

10% the regional office.

FACTORS AFFECTING DEVELOPMENT QF LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS

In order to determine the motivations of local governments to develop
environmental programs, the survey asked local officials to identify
the major factors contributing to and inhibiting the development of
environmental programs. Nearly 70% of the cities and 77% of the
counties responding indicated that state and federal requirements were
a contributing factor. The factor ''concerned officials' was the only
one to receive a greater response (75%) by cities. Citizen support
was another important contributing factor; 50% of the cities and 54%
of the counties listed public support and 44% and 58% active environ-
mental and civic groups respectively. Surprisingly, only 38% of the
cities indicated state and federal financial incentives as a contri-
buting fac?or, although 51% of the counties cited this.

The major obstacle identified by about 70% of the local governments was
inadequate finances. Over half of the respondents mentioned frag-

mentation of responsibility between levels of governments. The third
most important obstacle listed was the lack of expertise.

CONCLUSION

Local governments have been acting carefully and deliberately in the
development of policies and strategies to implement them. As indicated
by the survey results, there are many reasons for this. First, local



officials have no clear concept of the environment; no simple definition
exists. The environment is understood as a complex, interrelated

problem requiring comprehensive, long range solutions. The environ-
mental manager must develop new techniques and make organizational changes
to gain effective utilization,

Second, environmental needs compete for scarce resources in local
governments. New environmental programs require substantial funds for
acquiring staff expertise or capital facilities, as do housing and
education problems, among others.

Third, there is an absence of proven environmental strategies or tools.
Efforts have refocused on existing tools, such as land use controls, because
many cities have limited statutory capability for innovation. Even

when strategies have been develcped, there has been little evaluation

of them or staff expertise employed to implement innovation.

Finally, there is confusion about roles and responsibilities among
levels of government. This results in local frustration or ‘inaction.
Most cities will not initiate programs if anticipated actions at the
federal or state level would cancel these efforts. For example, local
governments will not adopt standards if they anticipate preemption of
that function by the state. Or, local governments will wait to build
sewage treatment plants until the federal government determines the
necessary water quality standards and what funding assistance is to be
made available.

These problems highlight the difficulties involved in managing the
environment or any program area characterized by rapid change. The
result is a period of transition where problems are reevaluated, policy
redirected, new strategies selected, new resources identified, and
strategies implemented.



SECTION 11

SURVEY OF LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

A. Local Environmental Management: Forecasts and Change

Since their inception, local governments in America have carried out

a variety of environmental functions. For nearly two hundred years,
local governments have been broadening their environmental activities
at a relatively leisurely pace generally in response to community
needs. In the past few years, however, a grand environmental aware-
ness burst unexpectediy upon the national scene. The original Earth
Day, April 22, 1970, complete with teach-ins and rallies, was the
first major indication of the popular strength of environmental con-
cern, a concern that has already brought about significant changes in
programs and institutions at all levels of government. The effect of
the "environmental movement' has been to accelerate the wheels of
change, resulting in major difficulties at the local level in managing
the environment.

ANTECEDENTS TO CHANGE

Environmental programs traditionally have been part of the services
provided by local governments since colonial times. The earliest
functions provided were police and fire, followed closely by roads,
wastewater disposal, water supply, and refuse disposal. The potential
for health problems primarily motivated leading local governments to
assume responsibility for these environmental services. Recorded
environmental landmarks include the installation of sanitary sewers

in Boston in 1823 and the adoption of smoke controls by Chicago and
Cincinnati in 1881,

Local responsibility for environmental matters was altered little over
the years. The scope of local programs remained essentially water
supply, sewage disposal, solid waste and parks and open space. Most
local governments were organized by major programs, so each of these
areas was placed under the jurisdiction of separate and distinct
departments, e.g., Water Department, Parks Department, and the like.
Typically the duties of these departments were to provide sufficient
service capacity. This translated into objectives such as having
enough drinking water and being able to get rid of all garbage and
sewage.

The early techniques used by local governments were not very sophis-
ticated. At first, sewage was discharged directly into a nearby body
of water without benefit of any treatment. Garbage was frequently
burned. As new technology was developed, attempts were made to incor-
porate it into the existing operation. Of course this was not always



the case. Unfortunately, it was not uncommon for local agencies to
look upon environmental problems entirely from a local perspective.
The effects of waste disposal upon neighboring communities were not
always considered. In fact, as late as 1950 every major city on

the Missouri River, including Kansas City and St. Louis, was dis-
charging raw sewage into the river. Likewise, environmental programs
were not frequently examined for the impact on other segments of

the environment. The adequacy of local environmental programs be-
came even more difficult to maintain in rapidly growing metropolitan
areas.

As a result, there has been a trend since around 1950 toward greater
state and Federal involvement in this once exclusively local sphere.

In 1955 Congress authorized the Public Health Service to conduct
research and provide technical assistance to state and local agencies
in the area of air pollution. However, as late as 1961, only seventeen
states and eighty-five municipalities had programs involving expendi~
tures of $5,000 or more each year. Only six states were engaged in
enforcement activities, the remainder confining their role to technical
assistance and encouragement of local programs.* In 1963 Congress
enacted the Clean Air Act enlargening the federal role in air pollu-
tion control, The Act provided for expanded research and training;
grants-in-aid (up to two-thirds of the cost) to state and local agen-
cies; and direct federal enforcement activities in certain defined
interstate emergencies. Amendments in 1965 and 1967 authorized
standards for automobiles, the designation of air quality control
regions, state standards and implementation plans, and federal power
to step in where state action is inadequate.

Similar steps were taken to meet water problems. The Water Pollution
Control Act was passed in 1956 and amended in 1961 and 1965. The
initial legislation encouraged state and local governments to step

up their own efforts to combat water pollution through program grants
and construction grants. Gradually the federal role was expanded to
include establishment of water quality standards and implementation
for all interstate and coastal waters.

Congress also responded to the solid waste problem with the Solid Waste
Disposal Act of 1965. This Act provided for federal research, technical
assistance, demonstrations of new technology, and grants for state and
interstate solid waste planning programs.

In spite of the increased state and federal involvement in environmental
programs, performance was still far from consistent. |In a report to
Congress in 1970, the following conditions were described:

*John C. Bollens and Henry J. Schmandt. The Metropolis. (New York:
Harper and Row, 1965), p. 325.
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."Less than one-third of the Nation's population is
served by a system of sewers and an adequate treat-
ment plant. About one-third is not served by a

sewer system at all. About five percent is served by
sewers which discharge their wastes without any
treatment. And the remaining thirty-two percent

have sewers but inadequate treatment plants.''%

M., of the fifty-five State and territorial [air
pollution abatement] programs being financed by the
grants of the program in 1970, only six have reached

an annual per capita expenditure of twenty-five cents'
(considered a minimum for state programs). ."At

the local level, --- sixty-four of 14k grantee agencies
are spending at least forty cents per capita per

year'' (considered a minimum for local programs).+

."[Solid Waste] disposal facilities are equally inadequate
and antiquated.' Estimates show that ''ninety-four

percent of existing land disposal operations and seventy-
five percent of incinerator facilities are substandard.''$

While the occurrence of crises, the publication of sympathetic books
(e.g., Rachel Carson's The Silent Spring) and the increased coverage
by all the media have all contributed to public awareness and concern,
it is likely that increasing personal experience with "sensory shocks"
has been more effective in developing concern. Such shocks include
burning eyes, smog-clouded scenery, waters banned for swimmers

and fishermen, litter, contaminated food, the demise of natural areas
falling wayside to new development, and the prospect of more and more

*First Annual Report of the Council on Environmental Quality {U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1970), p. 35.

+lbid, p. 83,

$1bid, p. 106,



people causing even greater environmental abuse and deterioration.
These personal experiences seem verified by the results of contemporary
scientific studies showing irreversibie damage to wildlife, harmful
chemicals in food and drugs, and so forth.

In a short period of time, the awareness and concern for the environment
has been transformed into a potent political force. This has been
demonstrated by the actions recently taken by voters in bond elections,
elections for public office, and referrenda on environmental issues.

In an editorial following the election in November, 1972, the

Washington Post stated:

Among other facts confirmed by the elections, it is clear

now that concern for the environment is not the fad or

passing whim many believed it was. In large numbers of
elections--in states, cities and neighborhoods where the

issues were not abstractions but community realities that
people must live with--voters supported either the pro-environ-
ment candidate or the pro-environment referendum. Often,

this support came in full awareness of the cost: environmental
bond issues won in all parts of the country, New Yorkers
approved issuance of $1.15 billion in bonds for anti-
pollution measures, Washington state voters agreed to $265
million and Floridians $240 million.

The more publicized environmental victories included the
emphatic rejection of the 1976 Winter Olympics by Colorado
citizens and the decision of Californians to preserve their
coastline from over development. But less noticed triumphs
also reveal the strength of the environmental movement.
Senator Lee Metcalf's win in Montana, for example, suggested
that his strong opposition to the strip mine, timber and
power interests is shared by a majority of the voters. In
Colorado, Senator Gordon Allott, whose interest in environ-
mental cases can perhaps be measured by his support for

the Olympic invasion, was defeated. 1in other races--for
Senate, House and governorships--the League of Conservation
Voters endorsed 57 candidates (35 Democrats and 22 Republicans)
and 43 won...%

EXPANDED STATE AND FEDERAL EFFORTS
The increase in public concern over the environment precipitated a

period of rapid and major change by federal, state and local govern-
ments. Highlights of federal actions include:

#'The Environmental Veto," Editorial, Washington Post, November 19,

1972.




.The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970, requiring
environmental impact assessment of all federal projects
.The Council on Environmental Quality, created in 1970 as
an advisory body to the President
.The Environmental Protection Agency, formed in 1970
consolidating fifteen programs previously vested in a
dozen agencies
.The Clean Air Act of 1970, setting national standards for
air quality and empowering the federal government to
implement them if necessary
.The Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, creating
a permit program for all dischargers of liquid waste
(including municipalities), setting standards, and working
toward a goal of '"zero=discharge' of pollutants into
waters by 1985.
.The Pesticide Control Act of 1972, requiring all makers

to register all pesticides with EPA
.The Noise Control Act of 1972, authorizing noise emission
standards for construction and transportation equipment,
motors and engines and electrical devices
.The Land Use Act of 1973, encouraging states to prepare
state land use[Nationall plans, designating critical
environmental areas for special control. [Legislation currently pending]

House Speaker Carl Albert reported that the 92nd Congress considered more
than 150 bills dealing with the environment and natural resources, and
more than ninety of them became law.

State governments have taken wide-ranging actions on environmental
issues also. According to the Council of State Governments, nearly
every state legislature enacted laws to protect or preserve environ-
mental quality since 1970. Among the actions taken by June, 1973 are:

.Fourteen states passed legislation protecting water,
coastlands and shorelands
At least ten states adopted regulations on noise
.Seven states guaranteed the right to clean air and

water in their constitutions
.Twelve states passed laws establishing overall land

use regulations
.Six states (Connecticut, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota and Nebraska) allow citizens to file suit against
pollutors :
.Several states enacted controls or bans on pesticides
.Missouri, Arkansas, Colorado, 1daho, 11linois, Maryland,
Ohio, South Dakota, and Tennessee enacted legislation
regulating surface and strip mining-
A number of states created special departments for
environmental affairs

.California adopted an Environmental Quality Act in 1970
requiring local governments to investigate the environmental
impact of all projects, public and private
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Other state programs include: air and water pollution control,
regional solid waste disposal planning, and financial assistance to
local governments for pollution control facilities.

LLOCAL RESPONSE

As with the federal and state governments, public concern over the
environment has had a tremendous impact on local governments. Many

have proceeded to develop a varied assortment of environmental programs,
plans, and controls. The actions of local governments, however, are

not so easy to classify. Not only do the number, size, composition,

and environmental needs of local governments promote diversity, but
their officials hold different opinions and philosophies as well.

The recent environmental movement met with mixed reaction from local
officials. Typical responses are: 'We've been doing environmental
programs for years before it became popular;' '"we should not devote
any more resources to physical problems at the expense of 'pecple'
problems;' or ''recognizing the importance of the environment was the
best thing that ever happened."

The first response mentioned reflects the traditional role of local
government in the environmental area as discussed earlier. This

view not only emphasizes the length of time that local governments
have been involved in environmental programs, but also the fundamental
nature of that involvement--they live with the problems, deliver the
service, and help pay for it.

Other local officials saw in the environmental movement an unwanted
diversion from 'people-oriented' social programs, which have been
neglected so long in our urban areas. For those who feel the

problems of poverty and racism to be the major unresolved problems facing
the nation, environmental concern can be interpreted as another attempt
to ignore the needs of the poor and the black.

A third set of officials were quick to realize the importance of the
environmental issue as it exists in their community today and capitalized
upon it for developing a new set of environmental programs. Some of
these programs include:

.setting up an environmental unit within the organization
.adding environmental input to the planning program
.improving pollution control facilities

.increasing the efficiency of solid waste collection
.working with environmentally concerned citizens
.developing procedures for controlling growth

.evaluating the environmental impact of local activities



Even though the environmenta! movement has met with mixed reactions from
local officials, it is generally seen as having a major impact on: (1)
the role of local government, and (2) the role of local administrators.

At a meeting in Minneapolis, local officials saw the potential impact of
the movement on local government to be: 'increased complexity of decision
making;'' ''changes in resource allocation;' ''require new technology;"
"require personnel with new skills;'' '"greater citizen involvement;"
"greater intergovernmental cooperation;'' ''creation of special purpose
agencies;' ''responsibilities assigned to higher levels of government;"
"inclusion of quality-of-life factors in decision making.''®

The perceived impacts of the environmental movement on the role of
local chief administrators were: ‘''more sophistication in the planning
process;' ''more patience;'' '"more information;'' "increased coordination

skills;'" "technologist will threaten generalist manager.'

1t is clear that local officials anticipate the changes resulting from
the environmental movement (although they may not personally agree

with it). But how have local officials responded to the needed changes?
What are their unsatisfied needs?

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Although local governments occupy a key position in environmental
management, little organized data exists on environmental activities

at that level. Information that does exist is usually related to a
limited geographical area (one city or county) or is of a technical

nature (e.g., solid waste routing techniques). This information gap

is a handicap to federal, state and local governments in developing
environmental policies and programs. For local governments, it means

that they may remain unaware of potentially useful programs, or that

they may expend valuable staff time in developing procedures that have
already been painstakingly refined by another agency. Or, federal or
state governments may develop programs to encourage or discourage a

local activity without knowing what the impact of any new programswould

be on local resources. This is especially important in an area such as
the environment where changes are occurring so rapidly. Anticipating the
development of additional environmental policies and programs at all levels
of government, an informed understanding of local environmental management
is essential for preventing duplication and assuring coordinated efforts.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this study is to provide a broad overview of envirconmental
management at the local level. This overview comprises a national

*Discussions held at the Environmental Management Workshop, Annual
Conference, International City Management Association, Minneapolis,
September, 1972.



perspective on the environmental policies, programs, problems, and needs
of local governments. It does not attempt to evaluate or assess the
success of particular programs in detail. With virtually no organized
data on local environmental management, highest priority was placed on
developing an overview. With this broad perspective in hand, research
on individual programs and problems would then be more meaningful.

The focus of the study was the local chief administrative official--

city manager, city administrator, chief administrative officer, mayor,
county executive, etc.--and on the strategic role that this official

plays in local environmental management. The position provides access to
both the policy and administrative processes, and holds primary responsi=
bility for devising management strategies for dealing with the environment.

OVERVIEW OF THE METHODOLOGY

The research was divided into three major tasks: (1) a conference
discussion of environmental management; (2) a survey of local governments;
and (3) field studies in four local governments. The conference discussion
was conducted at a one-day workshop on environmental management as part

of the Annual Conference of the International City Management Association.
It was held in Minneapolis, Minnesota, in September, 1972, The purpose of
the workshop was to identify key issues of environmental management and
obtain guidance for the remainder of the study. The workshop agenda
featured a role-playing exercise and discussions of various environmental
problems, local environmental programs, and intergovernmental relations.
The conference discussions were instrumental in establishing the framework
for both the survey and the field studies.

The major areas selected for study were:

.attitude of local officials toward the environment, its

meaning and priority

.environmental policy development

.organizational structure for handling environmental problems,
including internal organization, organizing for citizen involve-
ment, and intergovernmental relations

.environmental strategies or tools, including environmental impact
assessment, comprehensive planning and land use controls, local
regulations and controls for air, water, noise, etc., moratoria,
legal actions, financial incentives and penalty structures,
environmental quality standards

The survey consisted of an eight-page questionnaire which was mailed

to the chief executive officers in all cities over 10,000 population and
counties over 50,000 population. The survey was designed to provide a
broad national perspective of environmental management in local government,
covering the areas listed above, Complementary surveys were sent to
selected federal officials and to the fifty states. A detailed description
of the survey methodology can be found at the beginning of the following
section.
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In order to add depth to the broad perspective of the survey, a series
of field studies was conducted in four localities of various sizes and
geographic settings. These studies were not meant to be comprehensive
studies of environmental activities in the four areas. Rather, they
were aimed at providing an operational example of some of the strategies
identified in the survey. The following areas were visited: Dallas,
Texas; Inglewood, California; Miamisburg, Ohio; and the Piedmont-Triad
area, North Carolina. Other program information from local governments
was received with survey responses and is Tnjected where possible.

For additional discussion of the field study methodology, see the beginning
of Section 2,

A project advisory committee consisting of four local administrators

was formed to provide a practical and experienced perspective during the
study. The committee was composed of Douglas Ayres, City Administrator

of Inglewood, California; Richard Gray, City Manager of Norman, Oklahoma;
Bert Johnson, County Manager of Arlington County, Virginia; and John Laney,
City Manager of Miamisburg, Ohio. These officials participated in the
study throughout its duration.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

This report is organized around the major research elements. Following
this introduction, the survey of local environmental management is
discussed. ' Relevant state and federal data are inserted when appropriate.
The second section examines the four field studies. Using a format
parallel to the first section, this secticon integrates the field studies
into a single discussion. The tables of survey data and case studies
written for each field study can be found in the Appendices of the
respective sections.



B. Survey of Local Environmental Management
Introduction

Among the purposes of the Environmental Maragement project were to .
find out local officials' general perceptions of the environment;
the actions or strategies local governments have adopted to manage
the environment, their problems, and needs for the future; as well

as their general evaluation of the alternative environmental manage-
ment strategies that are available. To collect this information,

an 8-page questionnaire-with thirty-six main questions and a number
of sub-parts (enough to fill 259 columns on the standard IBM card)
was developed. (See Appendix _1 for the text of this questionnaire.)

After pre-testing the questionnaire on the fifty-member Research
Advisory Board of ICMA, it was sent to the chief executives of the
2,272 cities over 10,000 population and the 639 counties over 50,000
population. Although the survey instruments sent to the cities and
counties were identical, the response rates varied; the data from

both are reported separately. Because of time and financial constraints,
only two mailings of the questionnaire were made, the first in
February 1973, and the second in April 1973. However, the re-

sponse rate for this questionnaire, desplte the reduced mailings and
earlier deadline, is typical of other surveys conducted by [CMA.

Almost half (49%) or 1115 of the cities responded, comparing favorably
to the response rates for studies using the same size range of

cities reported in the 1973 Municipal Yearbook..

The patterns for the response rates for this survey are ‘also typical
of other ICMA studies. Larger cities are more likely to respond

than smaller ones, Western cities more than the other sections of the
country, central cities more than suburbs or independent cities,
council-manager cities more than mayor-council ones, The same pattern
occurs for the counties. Table 1 shows .the response rates ,
for cities. *Despite the somewhat uneven distribution of responses,
the fact that environment is rated as only the fourth most critical
issue and that a number of the strategies are used by only a small
minority of the cities or counties suggests that the results are not
biased in favor of environmentally concerned or active cities.

Table 2 presents the response rate for counties. Since the response
rate for counties is considerably less--only 177 or 28% responding--
the main emphasis of this report is on analyses of city data. County
data in this report are usually reported in terms of agreement or
disagreement with the city data.

*All Tables can be found in Appendix 2.
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In addition to learning about local governments' perceptions
and activities, one purpose of the project is to analyze the dif-

ferences between the perceptions of local officials and those involved
in environmental management at the state and federal levels. In order

to discover the perceptions of these other officials, the basic
questionnaire was revised and sent to the Governor of each state and

to 49  federal officials. (See Appendix ) The

response rates for these questionnaires are small and unrepresentative
(e.g., only nineteen states responded, and only two of these are among
the ten largest states in the nation; only thirty-six federal official
responses were received). But the perceptions of these state and

federal officials may be indicative of patterns at these governmental
levels and their responses are noted whenever relevant.

Besides the samples not being perfect replicas of the popula-

tions, several other limitations should be noted. Although the
questionnaires were sent to the chief executive of the cities, counties,
and states, this official may have delegated the responsibility to
others in his office or - in a relevant department. Similarly, the
federal official may also have delegated it to a member of his staff.
Therefore, data on perceptions -- such as evaluations of environmental
management strategies -=- reflect the views of the particular respondent
rather than his governmental entity; different officials in the same
jurisdiction might have different views. In addition, there is evidence
that some respondents may have misinterpreted certain questions.

The report utilizes ICMA's standard definitions of region and
metropolitan status. Four regions are used, reflecting those used by
the Bureau of the Census. Unfortunately, these do not conform to the
ten regions used by EPA. The Northeast is composed of New England
states (Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,

and Connecticut) and the Middle Atlantic states (New York, Pennsylvania,
and New Jersey); the North Central is composed of: Ohio, Indiana,
Michigan, l1linois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas; the South includes the states of

the South Atlantic (Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, District of
Columbia, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida);
the East South Central (Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, and Alabama),
and the West South Central (Oklahoma, Texas, Arkansas, and Louisiana);
the West is composed of the Mountain states (Montana, ldaho, Wyoming,
Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico), and the Pacific states
(Washington, Oregon, Califernia, Alaska, and Hawaii).

City types also are derived from basic Bureau of the Census defi-
nitions; central cities are the central cities of an SMSA (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area); suburbs are all other cities in an SMSA,
and independent cities are all cities outside of an SMSA.
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This part first examines the perceptions of environment as a pclicy
issue. It then looks at several organizational elements for managing
the environment. Following this, the utilization of alternative
action strategies to manage the environment is examined and finally
the evaluations of these alternatives are analyzed. A subsequent
section looks at the factors perceived as contributing to the develop-
ment of environmental management programs. Next, the survey responses
concerning intergovernmental relations are analyzed. The penultimate
section reports on the problems of the local governments and their
chief executives in managing the environment, The last chapter sum-
marizes the survey data and makes several observations about them.
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€. Environment as a Policy Issue

Introduction

The perceptions of the environment as a policy issue are important for
several reasons. First, these perceptions shape any action undertaken.
A local govermment's policy, in part, depends on whether it perceives

a problem as serious or merely of minor concern, and whether it perceives
a problem In its narrowest dimensions or as one facet of a complex
constellation of issues. Second, the degree of consensus of perceptions
is one factor influencing the ability of units of government to work
together. |f there is consensus, then the likelihood of cooperation
between governments at the same leve! (and governments at different
levels) is greater. If there is little consensus at one level (or be-
tween levels), then the likelihood of misunderstanding or conflict
increases.

This section of the paper examines four aspects of the environment as a
policy issue. First, it focuses upon how the three levels of government,
as represented in our samples, define the scope of the environmental
issue. Second, it examines the local governments' perceptions of the
severity of various aspects of the environmental problem--e.g., the
severity of the problem of solid waste or air pollution. Third, it
analyzes the ranking of the environmental issue compared to other issues,
as perceived by the respondents from each of the three levels of govern-
ment. Finally, this section looks at the development of a statement of
environmental goals or policies as another indicator of the perception

of the environment as an issue. These statements may merely be official
general expressions on this policy issue, or, more importantly, they may
serve as the foundation for a program of action.

DEFINITION OF ENViRONMENT

Our questionnaire assumes great variation among local governmental
officials' perceptions of the term '"environment,' and our survey results
confirm the lack of consensus. Four alternative definitions of 'environ-
ment'' were posed, each increasing in the breadth of its coverage. The
first choice restricts the definition to the ''matural environment' or
the pollution media: 'air, noise, sewerage, solid waste, toxic sub-
stances, water." The second alternate definition broadens it slightly
to include '"energy, historical preservation, land use and open space,
radiation, population, and wildlife preservation,'" as well as those as-
pects listed in the first definition. The third alternative adopts all
the previously mentioned factors and adds more factors, largely reflec-
ting elements of the 'physical environment" including "aesthetics,

23



health, housing, mass transportation, recreation, streets and highways."
The last alternative is the broadest, almost reflecting a general
"quality of life'" scope; it includes all of the factors mentioned
earlier, plus: '"economic development, education, employment, public
safety, and welfare."

None of the four alternative definitions receives support from more than
approximately one third of the respondents (see Table 3). The narrowest
definition is accepted by 17%, the next broadest by 26%, the next by 23%,
and the broadest definition by 34%. This lack of consensus may be a
source of conflict as the actors in the decision making process do not
share a common perspective.

it is significant, however, that the cities are more likely to view
environment in its broader dimensions--more than half (57%) select one
of the two broader definitions, and less than a fifth (17%) restrict
their definitions to the natural environment only. This suggests that
proposals to manage the environment through requlation of elements which
contribute indirectly to pollution (e.g., regulating land use in order

to affect transportation patterns thereby reducing air pollution) would
not be rejected on the grounds of having only remote relevance to
environment; many city officials already view land use and transportation
as part of "environment."

Some types of cities are more likely to view the environment broadly than
other cities. Cities in the West are most likely to interpret environ-
ment broadly, while those in the Northeast define the term most narrowly.
Central cities define it somewhat more broadly than suburbs or indepen-
dent cities. This may generally reflect their broader responsibilities
and more diverse programs, or it may actually reflect the specific

content of each proposed definition (e.g., mass transportation is included
as part of the third definition, and the largest cities--over 250,000
population--are most likely to select this definition). But there is no
consistent relationship between the size of the city and how its officials
define environment. Cities with a council-manager form of government

view it slightly more broadly than those with the mayor-council form.

This may stem from the managers' greater administrative responsibiiities
which make them a focal point for decisions on a wide range of issues,
thereby reinforcing their view of environment as a complex and inter-
related set of issues.

The same basic pattern occurs in the counties' responses, which also
show little consensus. No one definition is cited by more than 38%
of those surveyed. The respondents most likely to use the broad defini-
tion are Western counties, metropolitan counties, and counties with an
administrator (see Table 4).

OQur samples of state and federal respondents indicate the same pattern
of little consensus among themselves and a preference for a broad
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definition of environment. Of the nineteen states responding, only one
defines environment in the narrowest terms; almost three=-fourths (74%)
divide equally between the two broadest definitions. Similarly, only

8% of the federal respondents see environment in its narrowest dimension,
while 4b4% choose the broadest definition, and another one-third choose
the next broadest. The broad perspective of the federal respondents

is surprising since the legislative mandates of most of the agencies

are specialized rather than general.

Although there are differences among the officials responding to this
question, a majority of each group indicates a preference for a broad
definition of environment as a policy issue. The different levels of
government, therefore, show a greater similarity of perspective than
might have been expected given their varying mandates and constituencies.

SEVERITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

The cities were asked to rate the severity of nine environmental
problems in their community on a 5-point scale from no problem (1)
to severe problem (5). The nine problems in the order of the mean
severity scares are:

PROBLEM MEAN
1 land use (3.3)
(2) growth (3.2)
(2) solid waste (3.2)
(2) wastewater (3.2)
5 aesthetics (2.8)
(6) noise (2.4)
(6) water supply (2.4)
8 air (2.3)
9 radiation (1.2)

The problem of land use--although not specifically defined in the ques-
tionnaire or by the respondents--is ranked as the most severe problem by
all size categories, by all regions except the Northeast, by metropolitan
cities, and by council-manager cities. The only other problems ranked

as most)severe by any category of cities are solid waste and growth (see
Table 5).

The solid waste problem shows the greatest variations in scores across
any categorization of cities--the average rating in the West for that

problem is 2.7 compared to an average of 3.6 for the Northeast. |In the
West solid waste is ranked sixth in importance as compared to the North-
east which on the average ranks it as the most serious problem. In this

case, the severity of the problem may be more a function of available
land for land-fill than of the size of the city, in view of the fact
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that the average severity score assigned to the problem does not vary
with the population classification of the cities,

Air pollution is the only problem that varies directly with population;
the larger the city the higher the average severity score for the prob-
lem. This is to be anticipated because of the concentration of sources
of air pollution--automobiles and industries=-in population centers.

Although none of the other environmental problems varles with population
size, a composite score of the average severity scores does indicate
that the larger cities face (or perceive that they face) more severe
environmental problems. The average severity scores for the three
largest city-size groups are 2.78, 2.70, and 2.72 respectively, while
for the next three groups they are 2.67, 2.67 and 2.63. Other differ-
ences in the composite average severity score indicate that council-
manager cities rate their environmental problems more severely than
mayor=council cities (2.69 and 2.58 respectively), and metropolitan
areas more severely than independent cities (2.68 for central cities,
2.67 for suburbs, and 2.61 for independent cities).

The results for the responding counties are basically similar but show
some variations from the city response. The ordering and average
severity scores for the counties are:

PROBLEM HEA
1 solid waste (3.7)
2 land use (3.6)
3 wastewater (3.5)
4 growth (3.3)
5 water supply (2.8)
6 aesthetics (2.7)
7 air (2.5)
8 naise (2.3)
9 radiation (1.2)

The greatest differences are the higher severity scores for solid waste
and water-supply problems for the counties.

For the counties, both air and noise pollution vary directly with city
size. There is a slight tendency for the larger counties to rate the
severity of their problems higher. Metropolitan counties also rate
their problems as more severe (see Table 6).

Although it is assumed that rankings of severity reflect the nature of

the problem in the community, they may also reflect the extent of authority
and expertise available to determine the nature of problems. Land use

is controlled by the local governments and they report they have exper-
tise in that area. Similarly, the counties' rating of air pollution as
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more severe and noise as less severe than cities may reflect the locus
of control for these forms of pollution rather than the extent of the
problems.

COMPARATIVE RANK OF ENVIRONMENT 1SSUE

The environment as an issue has increased in importance in recent years
at the national and state levels as well as in many local communities.
Nevertheless, most cities responding to the survey do not considetr it one
of their most important local issues. Only about one-third of the
respondents rate the issue as the most important or second most important
issue facing their cities (see Table 7). Cities generally rate taxes,
housing and urban blight, and education as more important issues;
environment ranks fourth overall (see Table 8).

Environment is of greatest concern in the West--which is the only
region where cities rank it as the most important issue. Almost half
(44%) of the responding cities in the West rank it first or second in
importance, while only 11% rank it sixth through eighth. Responses to
other questions also indicate the Western cities are more likely to
perceive various environmental problems (e.g., air pollution) as more
serious than the other regions; it appears that their concern may be
more recent than some of the other regions as they have initiated
certain strategies and organizational forms more recently. The larger
cities are less likely to rate environment as one of the two most im-
portant issues and more likely to rank it at the bottom of the list.

There is a contrast in the ranking of environment and other issues
depending upon the metropolitan status of the cities. Suburbs rank the
issue higher than do the central cities (cities independent of a metro-
politan area rank it between the other two city-types). The suburbs
give the environment issue their third highest mean ranking at 2.8,
compared to independent cities giving their fourth highest mean at 2.9,
and the central cities placing it fifth among the issues with a mean
rating of 3.2, Although the environment issue affects us all-~those
living in the inner city as well as suburbia--the press of other issues
in the central cities places environment lower in the hierarchy of
issues.

The consistently high rankings given taxes as a local issue suggests
that envirconmental programs may have difficutly gaining approval when
their costs become known, or that financial support for local environ-
mental programs must come from state or federal sources. On the other
hand, judging from local environmental bond elections, [and from the
public opinion survey noted earlier ] the public seems to accept
greater expenditures for environmental purposes at this time.

It should be noted that many cities (20%) took the opportunity afforded
them by the questionnaire to add their own issues to our list of seven

27



issues. Among the problems specified as important are liquid and
solid waste disposal and others directly related to environmental
problems, such as land use. If these responses had been recoded

as ''environment,'' that issue would probably have ranked higher.

In contrast to the local governments which often have other priorities,
the state and federal respondents rate the environment as the most
important issue with mean ratings of 2.2 and 3.1 respectively. With
regard to taxes, state respondents place it as the third most important
issue (with a mean rating of 3.0), while the federal administrators rate
it as ;ied for least important of the seven issues (with a mean rating
of 5.0).

This comparison of rankings of various issues suggests that if these
patterns are truly reflective of the views of all city and state

chief executives and federal agencies involved in the environment area,
then the potential for conflict is great. Local governments may be
reluctant to undertake expensive environmental management programs,
while state and federal officials may not understand this reluctance
given their relative perception of the issues.

STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS OR POLICY

The adoption of a statement of general environnental goals or policy

may be no more than an official expression of the environment as a policy
issue, or it may be the first logical step in the development of a

plan for managing the environment. Regardless of its intent or use,

and regardless of the issue, explicit statements of goals are not

typical for local governments., Adoption of a statement of general
environmental policy principles or goals is no exception. Relatively

few cities, only one-fifth, indicate they have adopted a statement. But
a larger number--approximately 23%--report that it is under consideration
by city officials (see Table 9).

Goals or policy statements are more likely to have been adopted by the
larger cities--32% of the cities over 100,000 compared to 19% of the

other cities. Central cities, regardless of their size, are also more
likely to have adopted them. Western cities show the highest use (37%),
although they are more recent converts than other cities--63% of them
adopted environmental goals or policy statements in 1972 or 1973, compared
to 31% for the other regions. In fact, U5% of all cities adopted them in
1972 or 1973. The recent use of this action is also illustrated by

the fact that only 20% of the cities which adopted statements did so

prior to 1970. Larger cities, central cities, and mayor-council cities
were more likely to be early adopters than smaller, suburban or independent,
and council-manager cities (see Table 10).

The counties responding to our survey reéport a slightly higher use (27%)

and contemplation (24%) of statements of environmental policy or goals
than was shown by cities. Their responses also indicate recent adoption

28



(37% since 1972 and only 24% prior to 1970). Again, in the West, counties
indicate the most frequent use and also the most recent adoption. No
counties indicate adoption of such statements prior to 1970. Metro-
politan counties were earlier and more frequent users than non-metro-
politan counties (see Tables 11 and 12).

SUMMARY

When representatives of local and state governments and federal agencies
are asked which of four definitions of environment they prefer, there

is little consensus. No definition is endorsed by a majority of any set
of officials. But the two broader definitions are more likely to be
endorsed than the two narrower ones., State and federal respondents are
especially likely to choose the broader definitions.

The two environment problems seen as most serious by the cities and
counties are land use and solid waste, although not all parts of the
country or types of local governments necessarily rate only these prob-
lems as the two most serious ones. Local officials' recognition of land
use problems as serious suggests that its contribution to environmental
conditions and the role of land use regulations in safeguarding or
managing the environment are also recognized.

Local governments see environment as only one of a number of serious
local probliems, usually ranking it as less important than other issues,
especially taxes. But the state and federal respondents see environment
as the most important issue and rank taxes lower (the federal officials'
rank taxes seventh in priority). This suggests the possibility of
conflict within local government between competing programs for the
financia! resources which are perceived of as scarce, and conflict
between the local governments and other levels of government which do
not share this perception of taxes as a critical issue and which see
environment as the most important issue.

Few municipalities—-only about one-fifth of the cities and 27% of the
counties-~have translated their perceptions of the environment as a
policy issue, into an explicit statement of environmental goals or policy.

However, many more local governments report they have it under consideration.
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D. Organizational Aspects of Environmental Maﬁagement

Introduction

Environmental management is not a new enterprise for local govern-
ment, even though new attention is being given to it. One conse-
quence of this ongoing activity is that a local government is likely
to already have some existing organizational structure when an
environmental management strategy involving programs of action is
developed.. What is frequently needed organizationally is a way

to coordinate new and old programs. One focus of this section is

to examine local governments' use of three alternate means of
coordination -- specifically, the creation of an environmental
department, the use of a staff committee, and the use of an official
designated as primarily responsible for environmental matters.

Another element of organizational structure that is receiving
more attention in the 1970's than ever before, although it too has
been an ongoing feature of local government decision making, con-
cerns citizen participation. 0One means of facilitating citizen
participation that involves an organizational unit is the use of
citizen boards and/or commissions. The use of such boards and
commissions is the second organizational aspect of environmental
management examined in this section.

ORGANIZATION

Environmental management is marked by a fragmentation of responsibility.
Even within a single jurisdiction, many agencies may be involved,

yet each may have responsibility for only a portion .of the environ-
ment (e.g., collection and disposal of solid waste, or treatment of
liquid waste). The need for coordination, therefore, is great. A
number of methods is available. Some local governments have created
a single environment department which encompasses all or most of the
functions previously carried out by many departments. Others may
have created an environment department as an additional department

or agency without major re-organization of existing departments. A
third alternative is to expand the functions of an existing depart-
ment so that it functions as an environment department. A different
method of coordination is to have a staff committee which meets
regularly with the specific task of considering environment matters.
This committee may cover the entire range of environmental management
problems, or it may have a more limited scope such as review of
environmental impact statements. An alternative method of coordi-
nation is to focus responsibility for environmental management by
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designating a single official as having primary responsibility

for environmental matters; this person may already be serving as

the chief executive, be on the chief executive's immediate staff, cr be
the head of a department with some environmental responsibility.

These alternatives are not necessarily mutually exclusive. It is
possible for a city to indicate it has an environmental department

and to designate its head as having primary responsibility, or

for a city to have a staff committee playing a coordinating role

but to designate its chief executive as having primary responsibility
for environment matters.

The data on the cities' responses indicate a remarkably similar
organizational pattern. Larger cities are more likely than smaller
cities to have adopted each of the organizational alternatives,
(e.g., almost half -- 49% -- of the cities over 100,000 report they
have an environmenta) department or agency, compared to 21% of the
smaller cities). This may reflect a greater need for coordination
in larger cities, or a greater organizational sophistication (see
Tables 13, 14 and 15).

Similarly the West is more likely to use each alternative than the
other regions (with the South showing the lowest proportion of
adoptions). For example, 31% of Western cities use a staff committee
compared to 17% of the other cities. This differential between
Western and other cities is the greatest for this alternative, and

it may reflect the committee's utility in the environmental impact
statement process that is required by California state law for

public and private projects. But, in general, the larger accep-
tance of these organizational structures in the West may stem from their
greater concern with the environment noted earlier in the discussion
on the ranking of the environmental issue.

Metropolitan cities are more likely to use each of these alternatives
than independent cities. For example, 34% of the central cities,

25% of the suburbs, and only 14% of the independent cities indicate
the existence of an environmental department or agency.

The fourth classification of cities used throughout this study =--

the form of government, primarily mayor-council cities compared to
council-manager cities ~- also shows a consistent pattern. The
mayor-council cities are slightiy more likely than the councili-manager
cities to use each of the alternatives (the proportions are 24% and
18% for staff committies, 26% and 22% for environmental department,
and 43% and 40% for a designated official respectively). This may

be a function of the other factors noted above, such as geographic
variations, rather than of the governmental form itself.
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Environmental Department

Environmental departments or agencies are reported by 23% of

the cities. The primary functions ascribed to them cover a wide
range of activities, and vary somewhat depending on whether

the environmental agency is a separate department or part of an-
other department. For instance only 26% of the cities with a
separate department reports that one of its primary functions is
interdepartmental coordination, compared to 56% of the cities
whose environmental agency is part of another department. One
explanation for this may be that once a separate department is
created, environmental activities are reorganized so that it
exercises the authority previously held by several departments,
thereby eliminating the need for interdepartmental coordination.
But, an examination of the functions assigned to the departments
suggests this is not the case. Comparing the functions performed
by separate environmental departments and by environmental
agencies which are part of other departments indicates that
separate departments are more likely than the other type to per-
form research (51% to 40%, respectively), to be responsible for
program development (61% to 56%), and to have advisory functions
(74% to 61%). They are less likely to be involved in planning
(59% to 66%), inspection (b1% to 64%), enforcement (41% to 65%),
environmental impact assessment (44% to 60%), and interdepartmental
coordination. Based on this data separate environment departments
do not appear to be exercising the same role as environmental
agencies within existing departments. Most separate agencies are
not performing a complete range of functions that might be
expected of them (see Tables 16 and 17).

The data alsc indicate that the existence of an environmental
department or agency is a recent development. Sixty percent (60g)
of the environmental departments have been created since the

decade of the 1970's began. This tendency is strongest in the West
(73%) , and weakest among the central cities (32%) and the

largest cities (37% of the cities over 250,000; see Table 18).

Staff Committee

The use of a staff committee which meets regularly to consider
environmental matters specifically was reported by 20% of the
cities. As noted earlier, it occurs rost frequently in larger
cities (32%), in metropolitan areas (24%), in the West (31%)

and in the mayor-council form of government (24%; see Table 1L4).

Designated Official

A larger proportion of the cities report they have designated
an official as having primary responsibility for environmental
matters (40% of the cities, compared to 20% and 22% of the cities
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reporting the use of an environmental department and staff
committee respectively). In one fourth of the cases, it is

the chief executive (either the mayor or the city manager)

who has been designated. This is most likely to occur in the
smaller cities--e.g., in 40% of the cities between 10,000 and
25,000, but only 14% of the cities between 25,000 and 50,000, and
9% in cities between 50,000 and 250,000, and not at all in cities
above that size (see Table 15). The chief executive in smaller
cities often must play a larger role because of his limited staff,
but it is also true that the smaller scope and scale enable the
chief executives to do this (see Table 19).

An additional 9% of the cities utilize a staff member within the
chief executive's office. Twelve percent (12%) of the cities
report using the head of their environmental department or

agency. This is more likely in the larger cities where the
proportion of environmental department heads in cities over

500,000 who are the desigrated official is 50% {3 of 6). But,

this proportion declines at virtually each size category until only
9% (or 8) of the 92 heads of environmental departments or agencies
in cities between 10,000 and 25,000 are the designated official.

Approximately one third of the cities reporting a designated official
use a non-environmental department head. Some examples of the de-
partment heads being used are: Planning, Health, Public Works, City
Engineer, Community Development, Parks and Recreation, and Sanitation.
Also, 12% use the environmental department head.

An additional 10% list other officials such as a particular

staff position withip a relevant department, for example a designated
member of the Plannimg Department staff, and several reply that a
city councilman was the designated official. An additional 10% do
not specify the official who is designated (see Table 19).

The functions assigned to this official include both line functions
such as carrying out operational responsibilities for environmental
programs (51%) and supervising environmental activities (55%), and
staff functions such as developing environmenta! programs (49%)

and providing advice (68%). The functions assigned vary according

to the designated official. The head of the environmental department
is more likely to be responsible for each of these functions than

are other departmental heads, a staff member in the chief executive's
office, or even the chief executive himself. No clear relationship
between the form of government and the type of functions emerges

(see Table 20).

The data for the counties show some similarities and some differ-
ences. The three alternatives--an environmental department or
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agency, a staff committee, and a designated official =-- are .
used by 55%, 42%, and 48% respectively, according to the counties
responding to our survey. In each case, these proportions are

higher than for cities. The relationship between size and use

noted for cities is not as clear, but the largest counties (over
500,000) report more use of these alternatives than the smaller
counties, and the smallest group polled (50,000 - 100:000) reports

the least use. The West is still the most frequent user of the:
staff committee and designated official; the West trails the
Northeast by one percentage point in the use of the environmental
department. The difference for metropolitan status is not as clear.
Counties with professional administrators are more likely to use each
of these methods, in contrast to the cities where the mayor=council
cities are more likely to use them (see Tables 21, 22, and 23).

Each of the functions of the environment department noted in the
questionnaire is used proportionately more frequently by the counties
than by the cities (See Table 24). This is also true for the
functions assigned the designated officer (see Tables 25 and 26).

CITIZEN BOARDS

Environmental legislation of the 1970's has included a strong role for
citizen participation in the governmental process. For example,
procedures for citizen participation play a key role in both the
federal environmenta) impact statement process, as well as the
implementation of the 1972 Water Pollution Control Act Amendments.
Local environmental legislation has also been influenced by the
precedent set in similar federal legislation. |In part this reflects
the attitudinal change that has occurred in the last decade relative
to participation and responsiveness. But in part it reflects the
nature of the environmental issue which is perceived as affecting

the entire citizenry and not just a particular economic, racial, or
regional group. The increased role for citizen participation is also
a recognition of the strength and political influence of organized
environmental interest groups.

Citizen participation may take place through a variety of means such
as public hearings, or laws facilitating citizen-initiated suits.
Another means of citizen participation is through citizen boards

or commissions. These groups may play a variety of manifest and
latent functions, which can range from actual decision making (such

as the role of many planning commissions and zoning boards) to
only an advisory role.

Since emphasis on the environment in local decision making is a
relatively recent phenomenon, the survey focuses on whether cities
are creating new citizen boards or commissions to deal with environ-
mental issues or whether they are expanding the scope of already
existing boards. These alternatives are not exclusive, of course,
and it is possible for a city to do both (or neither).
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The survey of cities indicates that more cities are likely to
expand existing boards (51%) than to create new ones (24%) (see
Tables 27 and 28). Boards most likely to have their functions
expanded to include environmental matters are planning commissions,
as was reported by more than three-fourths of the cities (79%)
(see Table 29). Many cities feel that the agencies involved in
planning should include environmental considerations in their
work. Although this approach may not operate as well in.
developed cities where land use may be changing slowly, there
does not appear to be any relationship between city size and
the expansion of planning commissions. This expansion tends

to occur more frequently in the West, which has more open space
and a recent history of rapid growth.

Only 30% of the cities who mentioned expanding any board use
community development boards. In some communities these boards may
be concerned with economic development, in which case there may be
considerable conflict between growth or expansion oriented
objectives and environmental protection or enhancement objectives.
It is interesting to note that the Western cities, which are

most concerned with the environment, are the least likely to

expanhd community development commissions (only 16% compared to

35% for the other regions); the South is most likely to do it (40%).

Another board frequently expanded is the park and recreation
commission; 48% of those expanding citizen board functions used
them. Although environmental management extends beyond planning
of parks and the beautification mission, many cities feel they
blend well with a general concern for the environment.

Other boards are also utilized. For example, 18% of the cities
expanded the function of groups concerned with historic preservation.
A number of other boards are mentioned, including conservation
commissions, beautification boards, health advisory committees,

and urban renewal and housing commissions. General advisory
committees also frequently take on the additional area of the
environment.

When new citizen boards are created, they are given a wide range of
functions. Yet in only 14% of the cities were they given any
enforcement functions. More frequently their functions include org-
anizing community programs (42%), environmental education (56%),
investigation of environmental problems (72%), and, of course,
advising the decision makers (87%) (see Table 30). Some (21%) of the
new boards are specialized--i.e., concerned with a specific
environmental problem. Air pollution is the most frequent;
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61% of the specialized new citizen boards deal with air pollution
(see Table 31). Specialized boards are more likely to be found

in larger cities than smaller ones; 47% of the cities over 100,000
who have new citizen boards compared to 17% of the cities between
10,000 and 100,000 (see Table 32).

The survey data indicate that the median size for these new citizen
environmental commissions is seven, but the range extends from two
to 250 (with a mean of eleven). The size of the board does not
vary directly with the size of the city. The survey does not
examine how these boards are appointed. But based on information
furnished us, we know that the range of styles is great. Some
communities attempt to make the board representative of the citizenry,
while others try to ensure that all major local interests will

have representation. Some cities use the same procedures for
citizen environmental boards as they do for other citizen boards,
while some cities have suspended residence or other requirements.
Some cities require certain relevant scientific skills to be
included, while others rely upon the citizens' interest in
environmental matters.

Regarding county efforts, 51% expanded existing committees,

while 36% created new boards (compared to 24% for cities). The
data for the counties, like that of the cities, indicate that

the South is least likely of the four regions to create new
citizen boards and that the West is most likely to expand previous
ones. Unlike the city data which indicate that council-manager
cities are less likely to expand or create citizens boards, the
county data indicate that counties with an administrator (compared
to those without an administrator) are more likely to create

new bz?rds, but less likely to expand old ones (see Tables 33

and 34).

Counties, too, are likely to expand the functions of planning
commissions -- 85% of the counties acknowledged expanding existing
board functions (see Table 35). They are more likely than cities
to create specialized boards; in fact, 49% of the new boards are
listed as specialized. Air pollution again is the most likely
area (60% of the new specialized boards), with solid waste

the second most likely (54%). More county citizen boards are
involved in enforcement than city boards; 27% compared to
approximately half that -- or 14% -- for cities. This reflects
their greater responsibility for regional enforcement of air and
water quality standards and,subsequently, their greater use of
specialized boards. County boards are less involved than the city
boards in the other functions (see Tables 36, 37 and 38). Boards
are slightly larger, with a mean of 19, with no apparent relation
to the size of the county.
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SUMMARY

This section has examined local governments' use of several
alternative organizational forms, specifically the creation of
an environmental department, the use of a staff committee, and
the practice of designating an official as having primary
responsibility for environmental matters. In addition, the use
of citizen advisory boards was analyzed.

The responses from the cities indicate that the use of a

designated official is most frequent (40%), and an environmental
department or staff committee is used by only 23% and 20% of the

cities respectively. Each alternative is more likely to be used

by larger cities than small ones, by Western cities than those in other
regions, by metropolitan cities than independent cities, and by
mayor-council cities than council-manager cities. These alter-

native organizations are assigned a variety of functions.

Approximately half of the cities report they have expanded the func-
tions of existing citizen advisory boards to include environmental
matters. The unit most likely to have its scope expanded is the
planning commission, although a variety of boards are being
utilized by localities. Approximately one fourth of the cities
have created new citizen environmental commissions; the latter
have been encouraged in several states -~ e.g. New Jersey, where
environmental commissions are eligible for certain state funds.
Citizen advisory boards perform a wide range of functions,
although only 14% have enforcement functions. Approximately
one fifth of the new becards are specialized, more frequently
concerned with air pollution than any other environmental problem.
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E. Utilization of Environmental Management Strategies

introduction

One of the prime purposes of the survey was to learn what actions

or strategies local governments have adopted to marage the environ-
ment and to find out how they evaluate these alternative program
_elements. These two aspects are examined through a series of closed-
ended questions about the the use and evaluation of the programs

and an open-ended question asking for the ''most important or innova-
tive actions or programs'' the local government has undertaken in the
last two years to improve or safeguard the environment. Data on the
utilization of various techniques are analyzed in this section, while
the data on the evaluations of the strategies are discussed in the
following sectlon '

The actions examined by the questionnaire and reported in this section
include nine examples of land use controls, such as flood plain_
zoning, and another nine examples of additional controls potentially
useful in promoting or safeguarding the environment, such as housing
codes. In addition the local governments were asked to indicate
whether or not they have:

--adopted a conservation or environmental section in thelr
master plan,

--officially adopted, monitored, or enforced environmental
quality standards,

--adopted a requirement for environmental impact statements,
--imposed a moratorium based on environmental considerations,

--used tax incentives or effluent. charges as a means to
manage the environment,

--initiated law suits regarding environmental matters.

Additional data from a recent [CMA study concerning the use of inter-
governmental service agreements by local governments is also analyzed.

The utilization of these various techniques ranged from 1% of the
cities reporting the use of an ordinance restricting non-return
bottles, to B4% reporting ordinances concerning signs, refuse, and
abandoned vehicles.
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LAND USE CONTROLS

The questionnaire lists nine examples of land use controls and asks
the local governments to indicate whether or not they have been
enacted in their community. Of those responding to the question-
naire, enactment ranges from a low of 12% for marshland controls to
a high of 83% for '"required installation of public facilities (e.g.,
sewers) by developers.' The average enactment or utilization rate
for the nine controls is 35% (see Tables 39-40).

With the exception of some other types of controls examined (some of
which could be considered land use controls), this utilization rate
exceeds that of the other strategies. Land use controls apparently
are a major approach for many cities in developing an environmental
management strategy. Land use controls are also perceived by local
government as highly effective in promoting and securing environmental
quality (see the discussion of evaluations in the next section). It
should also be noted that both of these findings agree with the re-
sults of the EPA-funded survey of planning agency officials done by
the Center for Urban and Regional Studies of the University of North
Carolina.”

The nine land use controls in rank order of cities reporting enact-
of them (and county users reported in parentheses) are:

1. Required installation of public facilities (e.g., sewers)
by developers--83% (51%). Western cities and central
cities tend to have a higher proportion of adoption than
other cities. The North Carolina report, which indicates
75% of thelr respondents have such requirements, reported
a similar proportion of use.

2. Open space zoning--48% (36%). This is more frequently used
by suburban cities than either central or independent
cities; it is also most frequent in the West and North
Central states and least likely to be used by the South.
Since neither the questionnaire nor the cities elaborate
on this tool, it is not clear whether open space zoning
refers to publicly owned land or privately held land.

3. Required dedication of land for public purposes (e.q.,
schools, parks) by developers--47% (29%). The utiliza-
tion rates are similar to the use of, open space zoning; greater

*Edward J. Kaiser, et al., Promoting Environmental Quality Through
Urban Planning and Controls (Chapel Hill: Center for Urban and
Regional Studies, University of North Carolina, 1973), Ch. V.
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use by suburbs, Western and North Central cities,
least use by Southern cities. There are a number
of mechanisms used including dedication of land,
actual development of a park, and a substitute fi-
nancial fee placed into a trust fund for park de-
velopment and maintenance (some cities reported fees
of $200-300 per unit for such purposes).

4. Flood plain zoning--45% (38%). The North Carolina
study indicated a similar utilization rate--42%.
This tool is more likely to have been adopted by
larger cities, 56% of the cities over 100,000 re-
porting it compared to 45% of the cities between
10,000 and 100,000 population, and by the cities
in the Northeast and North Central regions of the
country. A number of states are beginning to view
flood plains as special zones requiring special
treatment.*

5. Zoning fcr protection of natural resources or ecolo-
gical systems--35% (33%). This device is most likely
to be used by smaller cities and least likely to be
used by central cities. But, it is not clear as to
which natural resources or ecological systems are
being protected, whether they are the specific object of
the zoning, or whether their protection is a by-product
of other zoning,

6. Architectural appearance--27% (11%). This tool to
regulate the aesthetic element of the environment
is most frequently used in the West (42%) and in

suburban cities (35%). The North Carolina study, although i

reports use by only 13% of their respondents, agrees
with our findings of heavier use by non-principal
cities in SMSAs (25%) compared to 8% by all others.

7. Historical preservation--23% (24%). This is a means of
protecting only a small segment of the environment.
lts use is heaviest in the larger cities (80% of the
responding cities over 500,000 population, and 53%
of cities over 100,000 population) which are usually

*Roger B. Hansen, ''Legal Devices for Planning and Land Use Control:
A Basic Outline," a paper presented to the National Conference on
Managing the Environment, May 14-15, 1973 (Washington, D.C.).
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older cities. The abundance of older communities in the
Northeast also accounts for its higher use there. Central
cities are twice as likely to have such controls as sub-
urban cities. These findings are also confirmed by the
survey of planning agency directors which found use by
25% of all cities, but 56% of central cities in SMSA's,

8. Growth limitations--23% (12%). A 'new mood" of public
resistance to the idea that growth is both inevitable
and desirable and increased public support for little
or no growth were reported recently by a federal task
force on land use and urban growth.* In a number of
communities, referenda and public elections in which
growth has been either a direct or indirect issue have
been won by advocates of growth restrictions. A number
of methods to limit growth are available and are being
utilized by local governments. According to the data,
suburban cities are most likely to adopt such controls
(29%), but support for it is consistent throughout
almost all of the classifications of cities used in
this study.

9. Marshland controls--12% (12%). Use of these controls
is most common in the Northeast (24%, compared to 8%
for the other regions) and in the larger cities (19%
of cities over 100,000 compared to 11% for the smaller
cities). The survey of planning directors indicates
use by 19% of them.

A number of other land use controls are cited separately by the respon-
dents. For example, several note the use of the Planned Unit Develop-
ment concept requiring the developer to plan his project as a small
community. Agricultural preserves--limiting the tax rate on agricul-
tural land on the urban fringe thus keeping it off the marketplace for
developers--is noted separately by some, also.

A second question in the survey lists a potpourri of nine additional
controls potentially useful in promoting or safeguarding environmental
quality (see Tables 41-42). The controls in order of their rate of
adoption by the cities (with the same data for counties noted in paren-
theses) are:

*The Use of Land: A Citizens' Policy Guide to Urban Growth (New
York: Crowell, 1973).
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. Sign ordinance--84% (31%). |Its high utilization rate is
almost uniform throughout all of the classifications of
cities. The survey of planning directors also indicated
considerable use--in 72% of the local governments.

. Sanitation (refuse) ordinance-~84% (49%). Its use is
slightly more likely in larger cities (90% over 100,000),
the South (93%), and the North Central area (87%), and
slightly less likely in suburban communities (80%).
Planning directors indicate use of "health/sanitation
ordinances' in 78% of the communities.

. Abandoned vehicle ordinance--84% (27%). The enactment

of such ordinances is more likely to be found in larger
citlies (90%). 1t is least common in the Northeast,

where only 76% of the cities report using such ordinances.

. Housing code--80% (37%). Only six of the eighty-nine
cities (7%) over 100,000 that responded to our survey do
not indicate the use of a housing code. Use of codes is
most common in central cities (96%) and least common in
suburbs (74%); use Is most likely in the South (89%).
Planners in 73% of the agencies report its use.

. Grading (excavation) ordinance--43% (24%). 1ts use is
most common in the West (61%) and rarest in the South
(26%), no doubt reflecting the topography of those areas.
It is more likely to occur in suburban areas (53%) and
least likely in independent cities (27%). The planning
survey indicates use In 49% of the jurisdictions.

. Noise ordinance--35% (8%). This control is apparently
interpreted to refer to the nuisance-type regulations
(i.e., those banning unreasonably loud noise) rather

than the more complex one involving actual noise emission
standards to be monitored and enforced. Twice as many
cities report a noise ordinance than indicate the exis-
tence of local officially adopted noise standards (see
the discussion of environmental quality standards

below). Noise ordinances are more likely in metro-
politan cities (40% of the central cities and 38% of

the suburbs, compared to 28% of the independent cities).
The North Carolina report mentions 30% utilization and two and
one-half times more use in SMSA's than other cities.

. Tree preservation ordinance--31% (10%). With the excep-
tion of the cities of over 500,000 and cities in the
South (both of which had 20% utilization rates), the
proportion of localities using these ordinances is
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fairly constant across all categories of cities. The

North Carolina report showed similar utilization rates with 37%
reporting the preservation requirements as part of a

set of subdivision requirements, and 25% reporting

"tree ordinances."

8. Erosion control ordinance--16% (23%). Their use is
most frequent in the West and Northeast (21%), as well
as in suburban cities (21%). The North Carolina survey indicated a
25% utilization rate for ''sedimentation/erosion controls."

9. Restrictions on nonreturnable bottles--1% (1%). Only
fifteen cities and two counties report such bans.

An additional ordinance which is noted separately by a number of respon-
dents involves controls on burning. The North Carolina survey indicates
that more than two-thirds (68%) of their respondents report using it.

In summary, there are many land use controls that can be, and are being,
brought to bear upon the problem of environmental protection or enhance-
ment. Although many of them address only a portion of the problem, some
of them address the basic roots of it. These controls, on the average,
are more likely to be utilized than the other environmental programs
discussed later in the remainder of this section. The greater utiliza-
tion of land use controls may stem, in part, from the broad acceptance
of the genre as traditional, and as a legitimate exercise of the

""police powers.'" In addition, local governments report they have ex-
pertise in land use and this no doubt contributes to the more extensive
utilization of land use controls as a means of managing the environment.

CONSERVATION (OR ENVIRONMENTAL) SECTION IN MASTER PLAN

'""The general plan--variously known as the comprehensive plan, master
plan, guide plan, development plan--is perhaps the oldest of the tech-
niques for guiding urban expansion in use today."* But it is only in
recent years that there has been a movement to include a conservation
element or environmental section in the plan, thus bringing environmental
factors into sharper focus for the local decision making process. It is
part of an increasing philosophy that the comprehensive plan must go
beyond merely the physical layout and consider the entire range of social

*F. Stuart Chapin, Jr., "Existing Techniques of Shaping Urban Growth,"
in H. Wentworth Eldredge (ed.), Taming Megalopolis: Volume Il, How to
Manage an Urbanized World (Garden City: Anchor Books, 1967), p. 729.
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values. Approximately one-fourth of the cities (27%) responding to the
question of the master plan say it includes a conservation or environ-
mental section; almost one-third (31%) say that it is under consideration
(see Table 43).

0f the four regions, inclusion of an environmental component is most
common in the Northeast (40%), and most often cited as under consider-
ation in the West (48%). The latter is due, in large part, to a
California state law regulring local governments to include such an
element in their plans.” Metropolitan cities are more likely than
independent cities to have either an environmental section in their
master plan or to be considering it. There is no apparent relationship
between city size and inclusion of the environmental section.

The data for the counties are very similar: 24% of those responding
to the question have an environmental section in their master plan and
an additional 43% have it under consideration. Southern:-counties lag
behind the rest of the country in adoption or consideration of such an
element; 47% of them have neither adopted it nor are contemplating it
(see Table 44).

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY STANDARDS

"The establishment of standards is a crucial step in any pollution control
program,' suggests J. Clarence Davies |1l in his book The Politics of
Pollution.* They provide goals, a measuring stick to evaluate progress,
and are a basis for determining what actions should be taken. Standards--
whether they are merely statements of qualitative goals, or whether they
are quantitative references to environmental quality or to emmissions and
effluents--can be valuable as goals or ''marching orders,' to use Davies'
phrase, even if they are not enforced. But when the standards are moni=-
tored and enforced, their effectiveness increases sharply. The question
in the survey does not ask about the nature or content of the standards,
but does ask whether the "municipality (has] officially adopted, moni-
tored, or enforced environmental quality standards' in the areas of air,
noise, sewerage, or water. The rate of adoption varies sharply, as

might be expected. With an increased role for the federal and state
governments in setting quality standards, many cities have dropped out

*
California Government Code, Section 65302, amended in 1970.

*J. Clarence Davies II1, The Politics of Pollution (New York: Pegasus,

1970), p. 153.
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of the field or have not entered it (and in some states they are pro-
hibited from adopting their own standards). The cities' role is
stronger and more independent, however, in those instances where they
maintain their own systems, such as sewerage and water.

The situation frequently is different in the case of air and noise
standards. Air pollution is very often tackled on a broader gecgraph~
ical base than the city--county and regional efforts are not unusual.
Noise pollution on the other hand is more likely to be a problem in
more developed areas (except where special land uses, such as airports,
present a problem).

The survey results reflect these conditions. Of the cities responding

to the questionnaire, 53% report having adopted sewerage standards and
k3% having adopted water standards. But only 18% have officially adopted
air quality standards, and the same proportion report adoption of noise
standards. Almost two-thirds of the cities (62%) have adopted standards
in at least one of the four areas, with a progression from 57% of the
smallest city size category to 100% for the largest (see Table 45).

The data for counties indicate greater adoption of air quality standards--
reflecting their greater role--with 31% of the counties responding to

the questionnaire saying they have adopted air quality standards. But
otherwise the counties are less llkely to have adopted standards, with

k1% having adopted sewerage standards, 312 water, and 6% noise. Half

of the counties have adopted standards in at least one of the four areas
(see Table 46).

The relationship between city size and air pollution noted earlier can
be seen in this set of data, with the larger cities more lTikely to

have adopted air quality standards. In specific numbers, 43% of the
cities over 100,000 as compared to 16% for cities between 10,000 and
100,000 have adopted such standards. Central cities are more likely to
report air quality standards (31%) than other cities. Cities in the
North Central area are most likely to have adopted them (26%), while
those in the West are the least likely (10%). The small number of
Western cities which have adopted air quality standards is offset by
the large proportion (70%) of Western counties who have.

Noise standards show no relationship to city size, but they do to county
size. They are most likely to have been adopted in the West and in
metropolitan areas.

Sewerage and water standards are more likely in larger cities than
smaller cities, and occur most frequently in the South and in central
cities.

As noted above, standards may be helpful even if they are not enforced.
But the data Indicate that there are a number of situations where
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municipal standards are not being monitored or enforced. For instance,
the number of cities in which noise standards are '"'regularly monitored/
measured" is only 39% of the number that have adopted noise standards;
seventy-six report monitoring but 196 report adopting noise standards.
The ratios of monitoring to adoption are higher for the other types of
standards., The proportions are 86% for air pollution standards, 87%

for sewerage, and 93% for water (see Table 47). It should be noted,
however, that it is possible for more cities to be monitoring standards
than to have adopted them, because some states reserve standard setting
to themselves but delegate enforcement to the tocal communities. This
is illustrated in the county data which indicate sixty-one counties
report adoption of air pollution standards, but sixty-seven report
regular monitoring/measuring air pollution standards (see Table 48).
There is no consistent pattern for this "monitoring ratio,'" although the
smallest cities generally have the lowest ratios, and the central cities
generally have the highest.

The disproportionately low '"monitoring ratio' for noise standards may be
a realization that the caveats expressed in a recent NIMLO study are true.
That study noted that (1) enforcement was expensive, (2) identification
of the noise maker was difficult because of background noise, which if
less than ten decibels lower than the noise being monitored cannot be
distinguished, {(3) the ordinance had to specify the distance at which
noise was to be measured, (4) decibel limits had to be specified for

di fferent frequencies, and (5) enforcement was difficult when noise re-
sulted from several sources.’

Not only do a relatively small proportion of local governments who
report having adopted noise standards indicate they regularly monitor
them, but the nature of the enforcing department differs sharply from
the other types of standards. For example, air pollution standards are
frequently enforced by a local air pollution control agency, environ-
mental protection agency, or health department. Only occasionally is
enforcement responsibility assigned to the police, planning/zoning, or
building departments. In contrast, noise pollution enforcement is most
frequently the responsibility of the police, building, and planning/
zoning departments. It is also interesting to note that sewerage and
water standards are most likely to be enforced by the department

Stuart F. Lewin, Alan H. Gordon, and Channing J. Hartelius, Law and the
Municipal Ecology (Wwashington, D.C.: National Institute of Municipal Law
Officers, 1970), pp. 75-76 as cited in Joseph F. Zimmerman, 'The Munici-
pal Stake in Envrronmental Protection,' The Municipal Year Book 1972
(Washingteon, D.C, The International C|ty Management Association, 1972),
p. 109.
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responsible for operation of the service or facility, rather than an inde-
pendent group such as the health department or environmental protection
agency.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS (EIS)

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law on
January 1, 1970. One of its provisions required the preparation of a
statement assessing the environmental impact of major Federal projects.

A number of states and cities have adopted their own "'little-NEPAs'" and
have adopted similar requirements for environmental impact statements.
One of these states is California, which adopted its Environmental
Quality Act in 1970. It requires that '"all local governmental agencies
shall make an environmental impact report on any project they intend to
carry out which may have a significant effect on the environment,' At
first this was interpreted to mean only public projects; but the State
Supreme Court in September 1972 ruled that it included any private
projects which involved governmental action of other than a '"ministerial’
nature (1.e., if a city grants approval on a project for which it could
have denied approval, then the project is subject to an environmental
impact riport). Subsequent guidelines spelled out in a thirty-five page
document” exempted small projects and also created a Negative Declaration
procedure (i.e., if the project will not have a 5|gn1f|cant impact, a
full report is not necessary).

California's requirement results in a biased response to our survey of
whether cities across the nation have adopted their own environmental
impact statement (EIS) requirements. Table 49 indicates that 30% of

all responding cities have some form of EIS requirement and 70% do not.
Only 17% of the non-Western cities have an EIS requirement compared to
70% of Western cities. But when California cities are excluded, only
25% of the other Western cities have such a requirement. This is still
larger than the other regions, but much closer to the proportion for the
rest of the nation. For the entire nation excluding California cities,
only 17% have an EIS requirement.

The same pattern occurs for counties; 66% of the Western counties--most
of which are in California=-indicate a requirement for EIS's on public
and private projects, compared to 12% of the counties on the other three
regions of the nation. Similarly, three-fourths of the Western counties
(75%) have some form of EIS requirement, while three-fourths of the
other countles do not (see Table 50).

*

Guidelines for Implementation of the Californfa Environmental Quality
Act of 1970 (Sacramento: State of California, Office of the Secretary
for Resources, 1973).
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Western cities with an EIS requirement for private projects=--96% of which
are California cities--are more likely to permit the private developer to
write the E!S on private projects, than are the other regions (53% of

the Western cities, compared to 30% of the cities in the other regions).
Consultants to the municipality are involved in the EIS preparation
process in approximately one-fourth of the cities (27% of all cities with
EIS requirements, including 29% of the Western and 24% of the others,

see Tables 51-52 for city and county data, respectively).

Review is most likely to be carried out by the administrative staff (49%)
and/or the city's legislative body (46%). Another 23% said the review

was done by the chief executive. Only 13% listed citizens or citizen
groups as reviewers. Generally the review process involves more than one
step, and almost one-third of the respondents listed others as involved

in the review process, with the planning commission most likely to be spec-
ified (see Tables 53-54 for city and county data, respectively).

MORATORIA

When the California Supreme Court issued its ruling in the Friends of
Mammoth vs Mono County case stipulating that private projects were covered
in the state's requirement for environmental impact reports before public
action could be taken, most cities in the state were unprepared. Their
first response was to place a moratorium on the issuing of building
permits and similar actions. These moratoria are reflected in the data
that indicate 26% of the cities in the West responding to that question
have imposed a moratorium. This tool has been used elsewhere, too, inas-
much as 172 of cities in other regions also have imposed some kind of
moratorium for a total of 19% of all cities (see Table 55). In some
cases it may be a temporary ban while a study or a facility (e.g., sew-
age plant) is completed. In some cases, however, the cause stems from a
more fundamental concern--such as part of a limited-growth (or no-
growth) policy--and the ban may be for a longer period of time.

Prohibiting building permits is the most common ban, imposed by 62%

of the cities indicating a moratorium. Water and sewer connections have
been stopped in 41% of these cities. Requests for rezoning have been
prohibited in 36% of the cities (see Table 56). Obviously some cities
imposed moratoria on more than one action.

The counties' data show similar findings. Twice as many Western counties
have imposed bans as have other counties (33% compared to 17% for a total
of 21%). Similarly, building permits are most likely to be banned (52%),
sewer-water connections are next (45%) and rezoning requests are

involved in one-third of the cities (33%, see Tables 57-58).
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TAX INCENTIVES AND EFFLUENT CHARGES

One strategy that may be used to improve the environment is to stimulate
business and industry through tax incentives and subsidies to take the
action necessary to achieve the desired level of environmental quality.
An alternate strategy to stimulate action involves effluent charges--
basically a penalty structure that places a charge on the polluter for
discharging pollutants into the environment. There are many variations
of the '"carrot strategy' of tax incentives or subsidies as there are of
the ''stick strategy' of penalty charges.

This survey of cities has disclosed that very few cities use the tax
incentive-subsidy approach. Only 3% of the cities say they use it, and
only an additional 1% claim it is under consideration (see Table 59).
Counties report only slightly more frequent use or consideration=--9% of
the counties report its use and an additional 5% have it under consider~
ation (see Table 60). Among the variations noted by the users are:
agricultural preserves which reduce the taxes on agricultural land on

the urban fringe for a period of years, providing the land is not developed
but rather is left in agriculture or as open space; increased density
permitted if a certain portion of the land is preserved as open-space

(or for other specified programs such as soundproofing); exemptions from
assessed valuations and property taxes for pollution-control devices;
tax-free industrial revenue bonds to finance the acquisition and instal-
lation of anti-pollution equipment; and waiver of park-fees where natural
features of the landscape are protected.

The reportedly low utilization rate may be due to a number of factors,
including a misunderstanding of some of the tax-incentives and subsidies
actually used by cities. Other factors might include a reluctance to
give up any of its scarce revenues, as well as a reluctance to apparently
reward a polluter. A lack of legal authority for local governments in the
area of taxation may also account for its low utilization.

The use of effluent charges or some other system of charges or some
other system of taxes or fines that are related to the quality and
guantity of discharges into the environment is more frequent. Almost
a quarter of the cities (24%) say they use such a system, and another
5% report they have it under consideration (see Table 61). The data
for counties are similar--22% report its use and 3% report it under
consideration (see Table 62). But again these results may not
accurately reflect the real utilization of this technique, as some
cities apparently include any anti-pollution ordinance that involves
a fine. Some of the variations being used by the cities and counties
include: sewer charges based on BOD (biochemical oxygen demand), SS
(suspended solids), and/or overstrength wastes, and a separate fee for
industrial waste discharge. The data indicate that larger units for
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government are more likely than smaller ones to use it., City data
‘indicate the West is least likely to use it, but county data show the
most frequent use in the West.

INITIATING LAW SUITS

The courts are playing an increasing role in policy making in the
United States, and the area of environmental protection is not an
exception. Suits have been filed by citizens, by corporations, and
by governments. They have been filed by those acting in the name of

environmental protection and by those acting in the name of economic
freedom or other values.

Cities have been the initiator. of suits on a number of occasions; 10%

of the cities answering the question indicate that they have filed a
major legal suit on an environmental matter in the last two years.

There is a tendency for Northeastern and North Central cities to use this
technique more than those in the West or South. The latter is least
likely to have filed suit (see Table 63).

The data for the counties indicate a similar utilization rate, but some
differences in use patterns. Some 14% of the counties have initiated
suits, But unlike cities, there is a clearer difference between the
largest size category of counties and the smallest with the former

more than four times as likely to file a suit. In our sample of counties,
Southern counties are most likely to have filed suits and those in the

the Northeast are least likely (see Table 64).

The suits show a wide range of subject matter. Some suits are designed

to take action against polluters, while others seek to prevent pollution

by halting a project. In several instances there have been attempts to
force other governmental agencies to apply existing law (e.g., prevent
approval of a project before an EIS could be produced, or before a

master plan could be completed). In at least one case, the suit repre-
sented an attempt to gain the authority necessary to safeguard the environ-
ment in the future. The subject of the suit was the right of the city to
adopt and enforce landfill regulations, dlsputlng the claim that the

state had pre-empted the field.

LOCAL INTERGOVERNMENTAL SERVICE AGREEMENTS

The strategies examined In this section thus far-have involved a program
of action undertaken by a city or a county within its own jurisdiction.
However, many cities and counties are cooperating with others in a variety
of intergovernmental programs to safeguard and enhance the environment.
Since a survey of the cities had been taken less than a year earlier,
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this survey purposely omits reference to this.strategy of managing
the environment.

That study, conducted in May 1972 by the International City Management
Association and the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
indicates that the utilization rate of service agreements with other
local governments ranges from 2% to 12% of the cities, depending on

the type of environmental function involved.* Cities are most likely
to use service agreements with other units of local government for
sewage disposal (12%), water supply (9%), solid waste disposal (7%) ,

and planning (7%).

The data, as recalculated from that study and presented in Table 65,
show larger cities (over 25,000 population) are more likely to use
agreements than smaller cities (2,500 to 25,000) for nine of the twelve
environmental services. Smaller cities are more likely to use them
only for water distribution services (5% compared to 3%) and zoning and
subdivision control (3% compared to 2%). Differences generally were
quite small, one exception being sewage disposal, which shows larger
cities more than twice as likely to use agreements as smaller cities.

One other pattern emerges from these data. Of those using agreements,
the smaller cities are more l:kely than the larger cities to turn to
other cities and counties (on nine of ‘the twelve environmental functions)
while the larger cities utilize special districts and COG's or other
regional units more often than small cities (on seven of the twelve
environmental functions, each type of government).

The study also indicates that the factors most frequently cited as inhi-
biting agreements are limitations on independence of actions (48% of

the responding cities which 1isted any reason), inequitable apportionment
of cost (22%), and adverse public reaction (9%). The reason most fre-
quently cited for the use of agreements is the desire to take advantage
of economies of scale.

*The data presented in this section is recalculated from: Joseph F.
Zimmerman, Urban Data Service, Inte[governmental Service Agreements
for Smaller Municipalities (Washington, D.C.: International City
Management Association, 1973), and Joseph F. Zlmmerman, "Meeting Ser-
vice Needs Through Intergovernmental Agreements," in The Municipal
Yearbook 1973 (Washington, D.C.: International City Management
Association, 1973), pp. 79-88
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lMPORTANT OR INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS: OPEN-ENDED RESPONSES

In addition- to the closed- ended questlons reviewed above the question—
naire also.asks the local governments to indicate '"the mgg& important .

or innovative actions or programs...undertaken in the last. two years

to improve or safeguard the environment.'! Limited resources prevent an
analysis of all of these open-ended responses. But a randomized selection
of seventy-five actions indicates that a wide range of activity is deemed,
to be ''important or innovative' by local governments. While some may
regard.their selections as minor or.mundané, the list does serve to
nndlcate the interésts and activities of local governments. '

Several of the respondents report Intergovernmental or regional actvvu-
ties--e.g., a contract for regional wastewater treatment, intergovern-
mental contracts for solid waste management, joint construction-and
operation of an. |nC|nerator, and the creatlon of a reglonal anti pollutlon
authority.

Several cities consider some of the actions discussed earlier in this
report as among their most important or innovative actions--e.g.,
several list their environmental impact statement requirements, and
several others list the creation of citizen advisory committees.

Actions to solve the solid waste problem are noted by many -of the local:
governments, for example, compaction of solid waste, stopping open
burning, removal of junk cars, recycling programs, a new incinerator,
use of a sanitary landfill to replace an open dump. and free collection
of household trash and garbage. . -

Another area of concern Is that of sewage. -Improved sewage treatment
facilities is the action cited by the largest number of local governments
in this randomized sample. Related actions include references to sewage
studies, including research into groundwater recharge of treated sewage
effluent, secondary treatment of sewage effluent, and the extension of
sewers.. Several cite improvements in the stormwater system, e.g., .
pondlng and percolation of some stormwater. :

A number of ]ocal governments list actions concernlng land use controls.
For example, the development or revision of the land use plan, subdivision’
requirements, design standards ordinance, the adoption of an architec-
tural theme, and the adoption of a filling and dredging ordinance.
Several list their purchase of land for open-space or parks, while one
cites limitation on the use of a beach area. Others list aesthetic
improvements such as. programs for preventive maintenance, tree planting,
and tree pruning.

Several local governments specify the development of noise ordinances
including the setting of standards for contracts for services and,
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equipment. Air pollution programs include establishment of air moni-
toring programs, reduction of emissions from a power generating plant,
and the use of propane in police vehicles. Educational programs such
as an’environmental arboretum and the annual observance of Earth Day
are also llsted.

SUMMARY

A large number of techniques or strategies are available to local
governments involved in environmental management. Strategies derived from
areas of traditional authority or operation are more likely to be used
than others. For example, land use controls have been considered a
traditional exercise of police powers and have been adopted (even if not
always rigorously enforced) by American local governments for many
decades. Land use controls are the tools most likely to be used by

local governments, with some individual techniques being used by almost
half (or more) of the units.

Simitarly, adoption of environmental quality standards is much more

likely for systems operated by the local government. Cities are more
likely to have adopted standards for sewerage (53%) and water (43%)

than for air (18%) or noise (18%). Similarly sewerage and water standards
are more likely to be enforced by the C|ty, usually by the operatlng
department.

Effluent charges or a penalty structure in which business and industry

pay for discharging pollutants into the environment is more frequently
used, according to the respondents, than a strategy of tax incentives

or subsidies.’ The former is reported used by approximately one-fourth

of the cities, while only 3% report the use of tax incentives or subsidies.

The strategy of local governments requiring environmental impact statements
is a new phenomenon stemming from the federal precedent established in
NEPA passed in 1969. Approximately 30% of the cities report a local EIS
requirement, but when we exclude California cities as atypical (since

they are required by state law to use an EIS process for local decisions

on public and private prOJects) only 17% of the other cities use this
strategy .

Moratoria have been imposed by 19%. of all cities responding to the survey,
many of which are California cities which imposed moratoria after a

state Supreme Court decision on the applicability of the EIS requirement
caught virtually all of the cities by surprise. Excluding the Western
cities, only 17% of the cities surveyed have used moratoria.’

The practice of initiating law suits is still a relat|vely rare . practice--
having been reported by only 10% of the cities.
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The use of intergovernmental service agreements for environmental
management is also relatively uncommon, as only 2% to 12% of the

cities report an agreement, depending on the environmental function
involved.
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F. Evaluation of Environmental Management Strategies

Introduction

The previous sections of this report have examined local governmental
utilization of a variety of environmental management strategies and.some
alternate organizational forms. The data from the survey of cities
over 10,000 and counties over 50,000 indicate varied utilization of
the different alternatives. For example, almost every city indicated
some land use control, but only a handful reported a program involving
tax incentives. The data also indicate that utilization rates for
different classifications of cities vary considerably, as well, ' This
knowledge can be helpful to those interested in developing plans for

- - environmental management programs.

Other information useful to local officials includes what local govern-
ments and others think of the alternate strategies and organization
forms. |f most local government officials telieve a particular
strategy is effective, perhaps officials who view that tool negatively
might want to re-include it on a list of potential techniques. But
even more important are the evaluations of those who have used the
techniques. If the perception of users and non-users were similar
then the analysis need not differentiate between the two groups. A
closer lock at the respondents' evaluations of the effectiveness of
the tools indicates a significant difference between the perceptions
of users and non-users. One example of very different perceptions is
use of moratoria where 32% of non-users term it effective, 29% ineffec-
tive, and the remainder neutral. (Note that an ''index'' score con-
structed by ignoring the neutrals and subtracting the other two
proportions from each other was only three.) On the other hand, users
considered moratoria decidedly effective; 62% rate it as an effective’
tool, while 15% view it as ineffective {for an index score of 47).

A comparison of ranks of effectiveness assigned to each alternative
based on their index scores places moratoria last when all respondents
are used as the basis; but a ranking based on the index score for
each alternative's users places four other strategies below it.

In another example, 4% of all of the responding cities consider tax
incentives an ineffective technique, and only about half (54%) view it
as effective (for an index score of 40); but no user of tax incentives
considers it ineffective, and almost three-fourths rate it effective
rather than neutral, for an index of 72. '

in all but three cases analyses of evaluations of a strategy by local

governments are based on the responses of users of that alternative.
The three exceptions are: intergovernmental and regional arrange-
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ments, land use controls, and environmental quality standards.
Evaluations of intergovernmental and regional arrangements use the
data from all respondents because our survey does not ask about
its utilization but rather relies on data from an earlier study of
service agreements. Land use controls are used in some form by
almost every local government, and so .data from all local govern-
ments are used. The situation concerning environmental quality
standards Is quite complicated because some-states permit local
governments .to adopt and enforce standards, other states set stan-
dards but delegate enforcement to the local governments, still
other states have pre-empted the field entirely, and some cities
report setting standards but turning .to state agencies for enforce-
ment. C : : :

The strategies are discussed in the following sequence: first, the
three organizational alternatives to manage the environment in the
order of preference by city 'users' =- a single environmental
agency, use of citizen advisory boards, and intergovernmental and
regional arrangements; then seven alternative action strategies- in
the order of preference by city '‘users'' -- land use controls,
environmental quality standards, tax incentives, penalty charges,
moratoria, environmental impact statements, and law suits.

ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY

The concept of a single environmental agency is viewed as an
effective way of organizing to promote and secure environmental
quality. |Its evaluated effectiveness index score is 70, with only
6% of the city users who offer an evaluation labeling it as in-
effective compared to 76% calling it effective (see Table 67).

The index score for non-users of 47 is considerably lower or less
favorable.

Large city users view their organizational form as more effective ,
than do those from smaller cities (composite index score for.cities
over 100,000 is 83 compared to 68 for cities below that size).
Mayor-council cities view it more favorably (78) than manager-
council cities (70). Counties with an index of 74 -- 79% effective,

5% ineffective -- consider it more effective than cities (see Table .68).
Federal respondents view it as very effective (index of 88), but

state respondents are more negative (index of 38).

A single environmental agency is one answer to the fragmentation

of responsibilities often found within the city's governmental
structure. It can serve as the developer or coordinator of a com-
plete plan to protect the environment, thus focusing responsibility
while avoiding conflicting (or duplicating) programs. Several
governmental jurisdictions have considered it or adopted it in'order
to change their influence structure -- e.g., broadening the focus of
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their environmental program by reducing the influence of a more
traditional department such as health or public works. An attempt
to change traditional lines of communication -and influence can be
expected to cause opposition and conflict, thereby reducing effec-
tiveness. A single environmental agency is likely to play the

role of an advocate. Although this may be useful and desirable,

it may not be if other departments assume that the environment is
not their concern and act accordingly. The administrative style

of some chief executives. favors cooperation and consensus rather
than the advocacy or adversary process. Further, the advocate role
is likely to bring the department into conflict with other city
departments which may be major polluters. The result is that a new
single environmental agency needs the strong support of the chief-
executive. Yet a single environmental dgency, witk its dgreater
public visibility, may also be useful as a demonstration of a city's
commitment to environmental protection as well as a rallying point
for environmental interest groups. For these reasons it may be
considered effective by many users.

CITIZEN ADVISORY BOARD

Perhaps the most interesting finding about the evaluation of citizen
advisory boards is that those communities which create new boards
generally raté.citizen advisory boards more effective than those
who expand existing bodies. Although the evaluation question
addresses the effectiveness of citizen boards in general, ques-
tions pertaining to utilization addresses the alternatives of
creating a new group or expanding an existing one. These are not
exclusive categories. A number of cities have done both, since the-
environmental problem is frequently fragmented with single-purpose
organizations. Examination of the data for all those who have
created a new advisory group shows an evaluated effectiveness index
of 49, based on 61% rating citizen advisory groups as effective and
12% viewing them as ineffective (see Table 68). This represents

a sharp contrast to those who have expanded an existing group. Their
index score for citizen advisory groups is only 27, with 47% rating
them effective and 20% considering them ineffective (see Table €9).
Between non-users, who always rate a strategy lower than users, and
those using the perceived less effective means of expanding existing
boards, the index score of all cities is quite low. The index score
of 22 is second lowest of all of the strategies evalvated. But this
low score is comparable to the results of the North Carolina study
which found that only 17% rated the general tool of ‘'citizen parti-
cipation' as very effective in achieving environmental quality,
while 45% rated it moderately effective, -38% considered it only
siightly effective, and 2% labeled it not effective.
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The patterns of perceived effectiveness are similar for the two
groups of users, with users of expanded boards less enthusiastic’
in all but one category of cities. Western cities have the

lowest index scores; independent cities rate the boards as more
effective than do metropolitan cities. Cities with city managers
are more critical of the effectiveness of citizens advisory

boards than those using a mayor-council form of government (they
are also less likely to use them). Larger cities which have
created new citizen boards tend to see them as more effectlve than
do smaller cities, but there 1s no consistent relationship between
these variables when the data for citles using expanded boards
were examined.

The data for the counties show a much smaller difference between
the two groups of users with the Index scores being 45 and 41 for
those creating new boards and those expanding existing ones,
respectively (see Tables 70-71). State and federal respondents'’
index scores are consistent with the cities and counties, total-
1ling 47 and 34 respectively. '

With respect to the effectiveness of citizens' advisory groups, it
is clear that the effectiveness of these groups depends on the
functions assigned to them, the personnel appointed to them, and
the amount and quality of staff support given to them,

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND REGIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

The evaluated effectiveness index score based on the responses of
all cities evaluating the strategy of intergovernmental and regional
arrangements is only 46 (with 59% of the cities rating this strategy
as effective and 14% considering it ineffective). There is rela-
tively little variation among the cities (see Table 72).

Although many observers feel that intergovernmental and regional
arrangements are valuable in the area of environmental protection,

to handle such matters on a broader geographical basis, there are
sufficient problems in the cities' view to minimize its effectiveness.
Perhaps the fear of limitation upon independence of action (either

a desire to do more than the regional standards or program, or a
desire to do less) and the problems of apportioning costs (noted

by cities as factors inhibiting the use of service agreements -- one
form of intergovernmental arrangements) detract from such advantages
as efficiency and uniformity.

Counties reported similar overall findings, with an index score of 52,
based on 64% of the counties rating this strategy as effective and

12% viewing it as ineffective. There are larger variations between
categories of counties -- e.g., the index for Southern counties is
lowest with 31, compared to the highest index score of 79 for North

58



Central counties. Metropolitan counties are less enthusiastic about
this strategy (index score of 46) than non-metropolitan counties.
This may reflect a greater homogeneity within the non-metropolitan
counties encouraging the use of intergovernmental arrangements, while
the conflicts between central cities and suburban cities within
metropolitan areas create problems and doubts about the effectiveness
of such cooperative measures (see Table 73). Both state and federal
respondents see it as more effective than do the local governments,
with index scores of 59 and 61, respectively.

LAND USE CONTROLS

Land use controls are perceived by the cities as the most effective
of the seven action strategies suggested to them for promoting and
securing environmental quality. Ninety percent of the cities rated
it very effective or effective, while only 3% rated it as ineffective
or very ineffective. This results in an evaluated effectiveness
index of 87. All classifications of cities rated it highly, although
there were some differences. The very largest cities (over 500,000)
were a little less enthusiastic about this strategy (index of 72),
but in general there is no relationship to size. Similarly, Southern
cities (index of 83) and central cities (84) were less enthusiastic
than other cities. Council-manager cities viewed land use controls
as more effective than do mayor-council cities with scores of 89 and
80 respectively (see Table 74).

The counties' index score 8] also is very high based on 86% rating it
effective while only 5% consider in ineffective. County data also
show that Southern, metropolitan and non-administrator counties are
less eénthusiastic than other types of counties (see Table 75).

State and federal respondents also view land use controls as effective
programs, with index scores of 78 and 75 respectively.

Although the survey did not ask respondents the reasons for their
evaluation, it appears that Southerners are more concerned about
limitations upon "free enterprise' and are more likely to be critical

of any ''controls.'' The largest units of government may see land-use
controls as of less value to them because of the relative unavailability
of land for development and because of the greater complexity of their
environmental problems. The generally high evaluation of land use
controls may reflect the importance they attach to land use problems, their
extensive utilization of land use controls, and the availability of
expertise in these matters, rather than an evaluation of the effective-
ness of the controls themselves.

It should'a]so be noted that the effectiveness of land use controls

depends upon their enforcement. Many critics of land use plans, for
example, have observed that amendments, special use permits, and
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variances are frequently granted in response to pressures on parti-
cular cases without any real reconsideration of the entire plan. One
state respondent in commenting about the utility of local government
land use controls in promoting and securing environmental quality

noted its criticalness by saying, "This is where the ballgame is lost."

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY STANDARDS

The use of environmental quality standards is an acceépted method of
securing a better environment. Its evaluated effectiveness index
score is 73, ranking it only behind land use controls. More than
three-fourths of the cities (77%) rated it effective, and only 4%
labeled their use ineffective (see Table 76).

Central cities are more likely to have adopted environmental quality
standards and are also more likely to have rated them as an effec-
tive strategy (index score of 76 compared to 72 for suburbs and 71

for independent cities). The West (score of 76) and manager-council
cities (75) rated them as more effective than did comparable cities.
There is no consistent relationship to city size, despite a

tendency for larger cities to be more likely than smaller cities to
have adopted standards in at least one of the four environmental areas
examined.

Counties view the effectiveness of standards even more favorably, with
an index score of 82; 85% rate it as effective and orly 3% call them
ineffective. This index score is one point higher than that given to
land use controls, Western counties, like Western cities, rated them
as more effective than do other regions; 88 compared to scores of 72 to
86 for the other three regions {see Table 77).

The federal respondents viewed standards as very effective (Index

score of 94) which may reflect their own activity. States view local
standards less favorably (index score of 59), perhaps reflecting a
reluctance to see local governments enter |nto the field already fl]led
with state and federal aCthIty

The effectiveness of environmental quality standards in acheiving
environmental quality depends, in part, upon their enforcement. ' As

was noted eariier in the section on the utilization of standards, a
considerable number of local governments have adopted a set of environ-
mental standards but have not enforced them. Although even unenforced
standards may be useful as a goal, their effectiveness rests upon
enforcement. A considerable proportion of cities raised the problem

of unreallstic standards -- especially considering limited resources to
remedy any deficiencies -- as one of their complaints against the
states and federal government.
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TAX INCENTIVES

None of the cities which have used and evaluated tax incentives
consider them to be ineffective; almost three-fourths of them
(72%) said they are effective, resulting in an index of 72

(see Table 78). This contrasts with the views of non-users,
whose index is only 40 (54% rating it effective, and 14%
ineffective).

Counties view the use of tax incentives less enthusiastically--an
index score of 54; with only 8% of the users seeing it as ineffective
compared to 62% rating it effective. But this is still relatively
high compared to the index scores given other strategies; and

it is still higher than that given by non-using counties, index
score of 45 (see Table 79). |Its limited use precludes any further
analysis of sub-sets of users.

Federal and state respondents evaluate tax incentives similarly
to city users with index scores of 72 and 74 respectively.

The reluctance of non-users to see it as an effective strategy,

as noted earlier, may be due to it being interpreted as a reward
for poliution, by both city officials as well as the public.

A shortage of revenue and .of authority to adopt such a strategy

may also be factors. But subsidies as an incentive to action

is not a new principle; and they can be effective if they

~are used to stimulate action that otherwise would not be

taken, especially since economic justification is offered as

a rationale for continued pollution.

PENALTY CHARGES

The survey question asked for an evaluation of penalty charges

as a strategy .to promote and secure environmental quality;

this was done in an effort to get local evaluation of the

concept of effluent charges, or as the guestion stated ''penalty
(fine or tax) structure in which business and industry pay for
discharging pollutants directly into the environment." [t is not
clear that the cities responding all have the same reference,

as some may be thinking of service charges as effluent charges. ,
"Penalty charges'' receives an evaluated effectiveness index score
of 59 from those indicating use in the earlier question; two-
thirds (67%) rate the strategy as effective, while only 8%
consider it ineffective (see Table.80). Non-users give it a
lower index score of U5; 60% effective and 15% ineffective.

There is no consistent relationship between size of the city
and the evaluation of this strategy by its users. The North
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Central cities'view it most favorably (69) while those in the
West are least favorably disposed (47). Independent cities rate
it more favorably (65) than cities in metropélitan areas (57).
Cities with city managers view it as more effective (62) than
those with the mayor=-council form of government (52).

The data for counties are unusual in this lnstance as non-users
give it a higher index score than users (41 and 32’ respectively).
Fewer users view it as effective (44%) compared to 56% of the
non-users (see Table 81). ' :

State respondents give it an evaluated effectiveness index score
of 59, while it is 46 for federal respondents.

The use of effluent charges has been praised as a device that
treats pollution as a cost thereby introducing its abatement

inta the decision making process of the businessman who is trying
to maintain an edge over his competitors. |t also may serve

as a source of revenue for a governmental environmental protection
program. But others have labeled it as a ''license to pollute,"
and this image detracts from its utility. Some critics have

also argued that the costs of the penalty charges will merely be
passed on to the consumer and the effect upon the business may

be minimized depending on the nature of its competition. The
strategy of penalty charges has also been crltlzed by those who
hope to evolve change through cooperation.

MORATORIA

As noted in the introduction to this section, those who have
imposed a moratorium rate it as a much more effective strategy

than those who have not used it. The evaluated effectiveness

index score is 47 for users, but only 3 for non-users. The propor-
tion rating it as an effective strategy Is approximately twice

as high for users compared to non-users, and non-users are

about twice as likely to rate it as an ineffective tool compared

to the users. Among users, 62% rated it effective and 15% in-
effective, compared to 32% and 29% respectively for non-users

(see Table 82).

The county data reflect a similar gap between users (index score
of 48, with only U% rating it ineffective) and non-users (index
score of 3, with one-third considering it ineffective ;. see

Table 83.) ‘

Federal and state resﬁondénts reflect non-usets to a degree with
index scores of 16 and 39 respectively.
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There were some differences among users, however. The West
and North Central .users are least likely to rate it as an
effective tool (39 and 40 respectively), while the South and
Northeast view it more favorably (56 and 55 respectively).
Central cities consider them more effective (57) than do the
suburbs (47) or independent cities (33); mayor-council cities
rated it as more effective (55) than do council-manager cities

(4b) .

Although moratoria may be considered an admission that previous
planning or other programs have been ineffective, their use .
may prove valuable if the delay is used to analyze alternatives
and to develop effective programs, rather than merely postponing
the resolution of the problem. .Their use frequently occurred

as the result of a crisis, and the use In those circumstances

is probably least open to criticism.. lts use as a permanent

or long-range solution may create strong criticism of the local
government by those adversely affected.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS

A.city's experience with environmental impact statements (EIS)

may stem from Federal or state law or from their own require-
ment. The focus of the report is on local governments'

actions in the area of environmental management. The evaluated
effectiveness index of this group of users is bb, with 59% viewing
the EIS process as an effective strategy, while 15% consider it
ineffective (see Table 84). Those familiar only with the

federal EIS requirement or who have not been involved at all with
the EIS have an index score of 25.

The West stands out as the. region which views the EIS process as

most effective=~its index score is 58, with only 10% of the users
considering it ineffective. Non-Western cities give it an index

score of only 19, County data are similar. The index score

for all users is 31 (51% considering the statements effective

and 20% ineffective), but Western users give them an index score

of 48 (see Table 85). : '

The North Carolina study indicates that 18% of all of their re-
spondents rate them very effective, 45% as moderately, 30%

slightly, and 7% not effective.
‘Federal officials view impact'étatements favorably (index score

of 55), but states view them less favorably with an index score of
17, based on only 39% calling the EIS process effective.
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The relatively low effectiveness rating for the EIS process

(only one other strategy ranks lower for city users) may stem .
from a number of factors--especially considering the higher
rating given by Western users who-are primarily California units
of government. Some of the criticisms of the federal process may
have influenced the cities' evaluations, while some of these
criticisms may ‘also be applicable to the EIS process required

by local governments. These criticisms include problems of

cost and delay, compounded by a lack of technical expertise

to accurately and objectively determine the environmental impact
of proposed projects. In many instances the EIS process has empha-
sized procedural requirements more than substantive content.*

For instance a review of federal EISs through January 1972

noted that although two-thirds of the projects had statements
indicating adverse environmental impacts for the project,

most projects were not changed as a result of the analyses.+

The General Accounting Office's review of the federal process
noted that inadequate technical analyses, inadequate review of
the statements, and inadequate consideration of alternatives
marred the utility .of the EIS procedure.#*

Yet the EIS process has also been viewed as contributing to

the decision making process by including environmental impact con-
siderations as an explicit input into the decision making process.
And when the process is working as intended, these inputs occur

at the planning stage, i.e., early enough to make a difference.
Similarly, the impact of the EIS process is likely to be felt

in other areas of decision making-as well, as a result of open-
ing up the entire process to public participation, and to the
special consideration of impacts of an action upon the social
environment. ' The need to develop or review ElSs has forced

a number of agencies to expand their own expertise in the
environment field. 1t has also encouraged greater coordination
among.agencies both within a government and between levels of
government. And, of course, the EIS process has fulfilled its
manifest function of killing some potentially environmentally=-
damaging projects. :

*See Lyle J. Sumek, "Environmental Impact Statements: More Myth
than Reality,'" in An Anthology of Selected Readings for the N
National Conference on Managing the Environment (Washington,D.C.,
1973), for a summary of strengths and weaknesses of the federal
EIS process. '

+This study is cited in Frank Kreith, ''Levels of Impact,"
‘Environment XV (January/February 1973), p. 30.

#General Accounting Office, Adequacy of Selected Environmental
Impact Statements Prepared Under NEPA of 1969 (Report to the
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, House
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 1972), p. 64,
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One of the improvements that the state of California has made

to the process is the requirement that mitigating measures be
discussed whenever adverse environmental impacts are noted.
Future developments are likely to increase the significance of
the E1S process. As one observer noted, ‘the first generation of
suits were concerned with whether an EIS was required; the’ second
generation considered whether the EIS was adequate or ‘merely

a pro-forma exercise; the third generation will address the
problem of whether the government has ignored the EIS.* -

Another development that may be on the horizon is the application
of the EIS process to the comprehensive plan itself.+

As the EIS process becomes an institutionalized part of the

decision making.process, its weaknesses and inconsistent applications
will be modified; and as time goes on more cities will view the

EIS process as an effective means to promotlng and securlng
environmental quallty

LAW SUITS

The use of law suits is evaluated as the least effective of the
alternate environmental management strategies by the cities, with
an index score of 40 (the counties ranked it higher, with an
index score of 50). Yet it is worth noting that this alter-
native is considered ineffective by only 19%, while more than
three times as.many cities (or 59%) rate it as an effective
strategy (see Tables 86 and 87). Federal respondents view it
more favorably (index of 55) than do states (index of only 23).

Among the users of this strategy, large cities rate it as

more effective than small cities. In fact, all eight of the
cities over 100,000 that indicate they have initiated a major
legal suit regarding environmental matters in the last two years
rate it as very effective or effective. Central cities, without
regard to their size, are also very enthusiastic with an index
score of 92. Southern users rate the strategy as more.effective
than those from other regions (an index score of 67 for Southern
users compared to.a composite index score of 37 for the other.
regions). Mayor-council cities view the use of law suits

more favorably than councll-manager cities (index scores of 66
and 34 respectively). :

*Comments of Nicholas C. Yost, Deputy Attorney General of California,
at the National Conference on Reguonal Environmental Management,.
San Diego, February 1973

+Comments of. Robert C. Ernsweiler at the National Conference on
Managing the Environment, Washington, D.C., May 1973, summarized
in the Flnal Conference Report for the Conference
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SUMMARY

Analysis of the evaluations of.alternate strategies for environmental
management indicates.that although the relative effectiveness of the
alternatives varies, each strategy is more likely to be considered
effective than ineffective. . Another finding is that although non-users
are more likely to be positive than negatuve, an evaluated effectiveness
index based upon the difference between these ratings given by users and
non-users indicates that users generally rate strategies as more effective
than do non-users. A number of strategies that would appear to be
evaluated as relatively ineffective if the evaluations of all of the
cities were used, actually are evaluated as quite effective by users

of the technlque.

The evaluated effectiveness index scores for cities ‘are summarized

in Table 88. Since a city may use one strategy but not another,

one cannot claim that the highest index score for any category of cities
indicates its most effective strategy. But the table does indicate

the evaluated effectiveness score for each strategy for each category
of city users,
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G. Factors’ Contr|but|ng to Development of EnVIronmental
Management Programs

The discussion of the utilization of alternatlve organizatlonal

and action strategiés for environmental management indicates a

wide range of use among the local governments. One factor |n- v
fluéncing the adoption of a strategy is the evaluation of it by
users. The success (or failure) of a program has a strong impact
upon its adoption elsewhere. But what general factors do local
governments see contributing to the development. of environmental
management programs in their communities? This questlon, along
with the views of our state and federal respondents, is con51dered'
in this section. ' :

When local government officials are asked, "'What are the major
factors contributing to your municipality developing environmental
management programs?'', they see their own role as '‘concerned
municipal officials' as crucial. Three-fourths (75%) of the cities
cite this factor~-more than any other factor. Similarly two-thirds
(67%) of the counties claim it, placing it as their second most
frequently indicated factor {See Tables 89 and 90). This

may actually reflect the role of the decision maker in this complex
policy area, but it may also represent a form of "self-congratula-
tion." It is not insignificant that state and federal officials
are much less likely to mention the role of local officials. Only
42% of the state officials. indicate it as a major factor placing

it as their sixth (of eight) most frequent response; and federal
officials place it fourth, with 61% citing it as a major factor.

Officials at all three levels of government recognize and acknowl-
edge the stimulus of state and federal requirements to the
development of environmental management programs at the local
level. Two-thirds (68%) of the cities cite it (their second most
frequent response). Counties (77%), state offivials (84%),

and federal officials (89%) are more likely to cite this

factor than any other, State and federal officials are also
likely to see.a strong role for ''state.or federal financial
incentives or assistance;' 84% of the state and 78% of  the
federal respondents cite this factor. But local officials place
it only fifth among the eight factors, with 38% of the cities and
51% of the counties listing it. This gap perceived by.local
governments between these two roles of the state and federal
governments--i.e.,, promuigating requirements, and assisting local
governments to meet those requirements--can easily lead to
discontent and criticism of the state and federal governments.
And in fact:such complaints are cited by the local governments in
response to several gquestions, as discussed later in this report.
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The perception of the contribution of state and federal financial
assistance is not shared equally by all of the local governments.
Larger cities and counties are more likely to mention it than
smaller ones. Southern cities, but not counties, are also

more likely to mention it than local governments in other regions.

The role of active environmental groups and public support in
general are also cited by large proportions of the respondents.
Half of the cities cite general public support (placing it third)
and 44% acknowledge the role of active environmental groups
(placing it fourth) In contributing to development of environmental
programs. County, state and federal officials reverse the order,
with more respondents likely to list active groups. than general
public support.

A number of respondents also recognize the role of the environ-

mental situation itself as a factor contributing to the develop-

ment of environmental management programs. Environmental deterioration
is listed by 30% of the cities and 41% of the counties as an

important contributor. Federal officials were most likely to

mention it (6%),making it their fifth most frequent response;and

37% of state officials note it too. Larger cities are more

likely to cite this factor than smaller cities; central cities

are more likely than suburban or independent cities. But, there

is little regional variation.

Apparently permissive or enabling leglislation is not considered
a major factor in the development of environmental management
programs. The existence of enabling legislation permitting
governmental action is listed by only 28% of the cities and 46%
of the counties; 47% of state and 44% of federal officials also
cite it. Larger cities and counties, which may have more home-
rule, are more likely than smaller local governments to cite

It as a factor.

The factor least likely to be mentioned by all groups of respondents
is that of available expertise. Only 19% of the cities and 27%

of the counties cite it as a factor. Federal officials are also
unlikely to cite it (22%) , and state officials are least

likely of all «{(11%). Whether these data indicate a lack of
available expertise in local government, or a belief that expertise
Is not essential to developing environmental management programs,
is not clear. There is some evidence for the latter, since local
governments indicate a variety of expertise available within

their staffs, and from other sources. But a lack of expertise is
seen as one of the ''major obstacles to environmental management'
(See the discussion of these data in a later part of this report).
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In summary, local government officials see an important role for
concerned local decision makers and for the stimulus provided by
state and federal requirements in the development of environ-

mental management programs-at the local level. State and federal
officials share the view concerning state and federal requirements
and also add state and federal' financial incentives or assistance

as a major factor, but do not consider the role of. local officials
as crucial. This disagreement. between local officials and state and
federal . officials is one of the sharpest and most.significant
evidenced by this survey.
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H. Intergoverrimental Relations

Introduction

Environmental quality is not the task of any single level of government.
A successful program requires the participation of all three levels of
government--local, state and federal. Each level must be concerned
with the activities of the others; and each ‘must be aware of the per-
ceptions, values, and prablems of the others The survey explored
several of these areas. First, since the Environmental Protection
Agency is the primary federal environmental contact, the study sought

to learn the. frequency of local government contact with the: regional
and central offices of EPA. In addition this survey asks local govern-
ment officials to indicate their degree of satisfaction with these
contacts. . Second, since.the federal requirement for environmental .im-
pact statements. (EIS) .is-of direct concern to both the federal and
local governments, a number of questions were asked about the latter's
experience with the EIS process.i Third, the role of federal and state
governments and their .interaction with local governments was addressed.
in a number of direct questions (such as whether local-governments

were having dlfflculty meeting federal standards) and indirect ones .
(e.g., questions on sources of expertise,. and sources of stimuli and
obstacles for. environmental management programs include the federal
government as one of the possible responses). Fourth, local governments
were asked to indicate the problems they have encbuntered with federal
and state governments concerning environmental management. This section
of the report wull discuss these four aspects of lntergovernmental
relations.

FREQUENCY AND EVALUATION OF CONTACTS WITH EPA

Freguencx

Almost half of the cities (47%) report frequent or very frequent -contact
with EPA, but communication between EPA and the cities is not constant!
for all classifications of cities. Larger cities are more likely to

be in contact with EPA and also to have more frequent contact than
smaller cities. Only.7% of the cities over 100,000 report no contact
with EPA compared to 17% of the smaller cities; and 27% of the larger
cities report very frequent contact compared to 15% of the other cities.
Suburban cities report the least contact, with 25% reporting no contact
at all, and only 10% responding their contact is very frequent. The
West also has :less contact than other regions, with the South indica-
ting the most contact. Cities with a mayor-council form of government
report more contact with EPA than council-manager cities (see Table 91).
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Evaluation

Only 9% of the cities complain about their contacts with either
the central office or regional office of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. Contact with the regional offices is slightly
more satisfying than with the central office, according to local "’
respondents; 56% of the cities rate their contacts with the
regional office as satisfactory or very satisfactory, while 45% -
of the citles express satisfaction with their central office
contracts. The mean satisfaction rating for regional contact

is 2.4 and for central office contact it is 2.6, with the
possible range being 1.0 for very satlsfactory and 5.0 for very
unsatisfactory (see Tables 92 and 93) : |

The largest cities (over 250,000) are most satisfied with their
contacts with both the regional and central offices (méan scores
of 2.0 and 2.3 respectively), while the smaliest cities (under
50,000) are least satisfied (means of 2.5 and 2.6 for their region-
al and central office contacts, respectively). Other pockets "

of relative dissatisfaction are Western cities (means of 2.5

and 2.7 for regional and central contacts) and suburban cities

(2.5 and 2.7 for regional and central contacts).

Apparently the degree of satisfaction may be related to the:

amourit of contact. Smaller, Western, and suburban cities all report.
less contact with EPA offices. And, satisfaction appears to be un-
related to difficulties complying with federal air and water
standards. Those with the most dissatisfaction .are generally

least 1ikely to acknowledge such difficulties (see Table 112).

County data is not consistent with these findings. Although

the smallest counties indicate the least satisfaction with their
contacts, the group of next smallest counties are the most
satisfied. Western counties are the most satisfied in the
nation. And metropolitan counties indicate higher levels of
satisfaction than .do non-metropolitan counties (see Tables 94 and 95).

Of the nineteen states replying to our survey, only one report
of unsatisfactory interaction with EPA is noted. Mean level

of satisfaction with central EPA is 2. 5,wuth regional EPA it is
1.9. .

The regions used by cur study do not conform to EPA's regional
offices and, therefore, an analysis of frequency and evaluation
of contacts WIth each reglonal offlce is not possnble at this
tlme. ‘
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FEDERAL EIS EXPERIENCE

Approximately one-third of the cities (32%) indicate they have written
a federal EIS as part of an application for federal funds (see
Table 96). About one-fifth of the cities (22%) report they

have reviewed such statements as part of the process established

by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (see Table 97).
These cities report writing an average of six statements and
reviewing.an average of three statements. The number of statements
reviewed appears to be very low considering that 2933 agency
actions had been the subject of an EIS through May 1972, and

that several cities might be eligible to review any single EIS.
This may indicate some weakness in the A-95 review process
machinery.

Cities of more than 100,000 are more likely to write (66%) and
review (45%) EISs than are smaller cities (29% and 20% for writing
and reviewing respectively). The average number they write and
review also is generally higher. Cities in the Northeast are

least likely to have written an EIS, while the South is most likely.
But, the review of EISs is evenly distributed. Central cities are
most likely to have written (55%) and reviewed (35%) statements;

and those who have done so average more statements than have
suburban and independent cities.

According to the 1972 Report of the President's Council on Environ-
mental Quality (CEQ)s almost half of all agency actions resulting

in an EIS have dealt with roads. Flood control represented 14%

and airports 8%.% C(ities indicate that 38% of the statements

they have written concern roads, 15% flood control, and 29% airports
(see Table 98). Of the statements they have reviewed, 54%

are for road projects, 34% flood control, and 23% airport (See Table 99).
In other words, a disproportionately high number of statements have
involved airports. The cities also report greater involvement with
urban renewal projects than is indicated in the CEQ data.

The cities report that outside consultants are frequently responsible
for writing the cities' impact statements (41% of the cities
indicated using them). The chief executive is listed as the author
by approximately one-third of the cities (34%). There are no
consistent size relationships, but Southern cities are most likely to
use consultants (57%); city managers are more likely to be credited
with writing them (37%) than are mayors (26%, see Table 100).

*Coun§i1 on Environmental Quality, Environmental Quality, 1972,
p. 249. i
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Regarding authorship of locally required EISs, only 14% of local

chief executives were involved significantly as compared with 34%
involvement in preparing EISs for the federal government. Conversely, .

54% of local departments were involved in local report preparation as
compared with 42% involved in the federal statement process. Additionally,
project developers play a large role in the local EIS process, while
consultants are more likely to be used in the federal process. -

County data generally agree with these findings. About one-third of the
responding counties have written an average of ‘six E!S; and 37% have . .-
reviewed an average of seven EIS. Both figures are higher than for
cities (see Tables 101 .and 102). Larger counties are more likely than
smaller counties to have written and reviewed an EIS. Metropolitan
counties report greater involvement than other counties. The type of
projects are similar, with the exception of fewer urban renewal projects
(see Tables 103 and 104). Counties are more likely to use their
departments to prepare impact statements and are less likely to make it
the responsibility of the chief executive (or chief administrative officer)
or to use outside consultants (see Table 105).

When the cities who have participated in the federal EIS process by either
writing or reviewing statements were asked to comment upon the effects

of the EIS process, 30% indicate there has been no effect. Somewhat.
fewer cities report project improvement as a result of the process--

19% of those who have written statements and 28% of those who have reviewed
them. Similar proportions report the process 'provided' citizen parti-
cipation in the decision making process--17% of the EIS-writing cities

and 26% of the ElS-reviewing cities. However, a larger number list
effects that may be considered criticisms--45% of EIS-writing cities feel
the process has ''consumed extensive staff time' and 45% indicate project
delays (the proportions for ElS-reviewing cities are similar--40% and

L3% respectively). A small proportion (5% of ElS-writing cities and .

7% of ElS-reviewing cities) indicate projects have been 'killed" as a
result of the EIS process (see Tables 106 and 107).

The states see a greater impact for the federal EIS process. Only 11%
indicate the process has no effect. Almost three-fourths (72%) report
project improvement, and two-thirds (67%) report citizen participation.
But, complaints are also more frequent, with 78% noting extensive staff
time and 83% noting delay. Only 11% report a project has been killed
as a result of the EIS process.

OTHER ASPECTS OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

It has already been noted that besides indicating concerned local officials,
cities are most likely to point to state or federal requirements as a

major factor contributing to the development of environmental management
programs (68%). In addition 38% credit state or federal financial incentives
as a major factor, and 28% note the importance of enabling legislation.
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- The data for the counties indicate even higher proportions crediting
state or federal requirements (77%) or financial incentives (51%)

as factors contributing to the development of programs. Counties also
are more likely to mention enabling legislation as a stimulus (46%).

In addition to this interrelationship of the three levels of govern-
ment, approximately 15% of the cities report being the objects of
suits regarding environmental matters in the last two years. Of
these, one-third (34%) say the state government was the inltiator of
the suit. This represents 5% of all cities responding to our survey.
The federal government is listed as the initiator of the suit by

7% of the cities (see Tables 108 and 109). The states in the North
Central and Northeast are especially active, with over 40% of the
cities in those regions which are sued naming the state government
as the initiator. The counties responding to our survey were less
likely to name the state as the initiator of suits even though the
proportion being sued is approximately the same, No county reports
bei;g the object of a federally-initiated suit (see Tables 110 and
1n1). )

Almost half of the responding citles (48%) indicate having some
difficulty complying with state and/or federal standards for air or
water quality. Water standards are causing the most problems for
cities. Large cities generally are more likely to report difficulties,
whether for water or air and whether the state or federal government is
blamed. Central cities are also more likely than suburban {(who are least
likely) and independent cities to report difficulties (see Table 112).
In response to an open-ended question on the problems of municipal chief
executives in dealing with environmental matters the cities most
frequently mentioned complaints about having to meet standards--some-
times changed while they are trying to comply with them--coupled

with not receiving adequate financial assistance. Counties are even
more likely to list difficulties meeting standards, suggesting county
systems may be even more inadequate (see Table 113).

PROBLEMS OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

When the cities were given an opportunity to indicate the nature of
the problems they have encountered in their relations with the

state and federal governments concerning environmental matters, two-
thirds (67%) of them listed some complaint. Counties are only
slightly less likely to complain (59%). The proportion of cities and
counties listing a problem declines as the size of the governmental
unit declines (e.g., 90% of the cities over 500,000 who respond to
the questionnaire list at least one complaint, compared to 63% of the
cities below 25,000). Whether this is due to differences in the
quantity of intergovernmental relations, its quality, or the Interest
or sophistication of the respondents, is not clear. Western cities
and counties are most likely to list a complaint (72% and 76%,
respectively). Central cities are most likely and suburban cities
least likely to indicate a problem (metropolitan counties are more
likely than non-metropolitan); and local governments using a manager
or administrator generally are more likely to answer this question
than other governments.

7h



The results that emerge from both city and county responses are similar

in terms of complaints against both state and federal governments The -
problem most frequently cited is inadequate funding. Of the'cities
responding to the questionnaire, 40% listed funding as a complaint against
the state or federal government. ‘It is as likely to be Teveled ‘against the
federal government (by 32% of the cities) as against state governments

Of those listing any problem with the federal or state governments, the
West and South are less likely to note funding than are cities in

the Northeast-and North Central regions. Suburbs are least likely to =
mention it. Central cities are most likely to list it as a complaint
against state governments, but independent cities are most likely ‘to

list lt)as a complaint against the federal government (see Tablés Ilh

and 115 ‘

The second most frequently cited problem is uncertainty and delay in
program administration. This may be a function of the fact that concern
with the environment and the development of programs and organizations
to administer them are recent phenomena. It is likely that the un-
certainty will decline as knowledge about the problems and their potential
solutions are increased, and as a clearer statement of goals and
priorities are developed by the polity. But in the meantime, 35%

of all cities list it as a problem, with 27% of the cities naming the
federal government, while almost the same amount (25%) list the

state government (see Table 116 for a summary). Western cities are
most likely to name the states as committing this problem, but Southern
cities are most likely to blame the federal government '

The third problem, conflicting or unreal standards is indicated by .
32% of the cities. States are slightly more likely to be blamed (23%)
than the federal government (20%). This problem, like the previous

one reflecting uncertainty in program administration, may. also clear

up with time. Nevertheless, a lack of consensus on goals could continue
to contribute to this complaint being made in the future. No clear
patterns emerge. For instance, suburban cities are least likely to
register this complaint against the federal government, but most likely -
to note it for state governments. This may reflect the fact that
suburban cities are less likely than other cities to have contact with
federal agencies.

Inadequate communication is noted as a problem by 27% of the cities,
with 20% blaming the federal government and 21% citing the state
governments. Cities in the Northeast are least likely to cite this
problem. Smaller cities are more likely to cite it as a problem with
state government than do larger cities.

Twenty-seven percent of the cities complained that local government
participation in policy-making is inadequate. This is more likely to
be attributed to local-state relations (23%) than to local-federal
relations (18%). Whether cities participate more in federal than in
state policy-making, or whether fewer expect to participate in either,
is not clear. Southern cities are more likely than others to list this
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complaint--either against the federal government or against state
governments. Non-metropolitan cities are less likely to make this
complaint. Council-manager cities are more likely than mayor-counci)
cities to blame state governments. But there is no difference in
the proportions attributing the problem to the federal government.

Another point of view of local participation in state policy-making
comes from the states' responses to our questicnnaire concerning

local participation in the drafting of state pollution plans (air,
water, solid waste). They indicate that local participation in

the form of serving on planning committees, or actually drafting
segments of plans occurred more often (7 states) than lesser forms of
participation such as merely reviewing plans or testifying at public
hearings (6 states) or to have had no involvement at all (4 states).
Data are incomplete for the other five states responding to our survey.

One-fifth (21%) complain about inadequate technical assistance.

Again, there is a tendency to see this as a greater problem for local-
state relations (18%) than local-federal relations (14%). And here

too, differences in expectations may be important. State officials

are considered a more important source of expertise than federal officials
--in fact, more than twice as many cities say that state officials have
‘been a source of expertise in the previous two years than federal
officials have been. Northeastern cities and central cities are slightly
more likely than other kinds of cities to register thlS complaint

against the state or federal government.

Overlapping programs is also seen by approximately one fifth of the
cities as an intergovernmental problem (15% citing the federal govern-
ment and 14% of the states).

Unreasonable enforcement measures is the least mentioned (17%) of

the eight problems to be noted by the cities. More cities are likely

to blame the state (14%) than the federal government (8%), reflecting

the division of responsibilities between the federal government as the
standard setter and state governments as having the primary responsibility
for enforcing the standards. The West is least likely to raise enforce-
ment as a problem. : '

Data for the counties indicate approximately the same pattern, with some’
minor differences, There is a slight tendency for fewer counties to
register a complaint (see Tables 117 and 118).

At the state level financing is listed as the major problem in their
relations with the federal government--11 of 19 states responding note

either general complaints or specific references to the problem of the
Presidential impoundment of funds. Nine of the states are also critical

of federal decision making, commenting on delays, changes, lack of decisions,
or Interagency conflicts. Four states complained about the nature of

federal requirements (e.g., too little time to respond, or too detailed or
excessive requirements).
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Intergovernmental relations are affected not only by the local

governments' perceptions of the other levels, but also by how the
states and federal governments perceive local governments. The
problem most frequently cited by the federal respondents concerning
their relations with local government is a hesitancy on the part of
local governments to make the necessary hard decisions. They perceive
a tendency for local governments to look to other levels of government
to make:the decisions for them. Some federal respondents attribute
this hesitancy to an inordinate amount of influence that developers
and other special interests have over local governments. Several also
refer to a lack.of expertise available to local governments. Also
cited Is the fragmentation of responsibility at the local governmental
level. Finances are mentloned hy other responderts--one citing the
local governments' lack of financial resources, while two others perceive
the Tocal governments as unwnlllng to fund programs.

The problem most frequently reported by states’ regarding encounters
with local governments concerning environmental management deals with
finances--the Inability or the reluctance of local governments to
finance needed programs. Several states also cite jurisdictional
disputes or fragmentation of responsibility between local governments,
in conJunctlon with charges of provincialism or hesitancy to partici-
pate in regional arrangements.

As in the development of any new intergovernmental program, there will
undoubtedly be problems defining the roles and responsibilities between
levels. When asked to indicate problems encountered with state

and federal governments, most local governments did spell out some
problems. The federal government is as likely to be the cbject of
local complalnts as the state government. The most frequently cited
problem is inadequate financing. .On the other hand, state and federal
respondents are critical of local government hesitancy to-act.
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I. Problems in Environmental Management

Introduction " | e Mwi”f;', 4

An understanding of the problems facing local governments in managlng T
the environment is the focus of this section. Two questions in the™
survey comprise the ba5|c sources ‘of information.” The first is ‘a
closed-ended questlon 'Mhat are the maJor obstacles to. env1ron- ,
mental managemént in your munlclpallty?“ The' other is an open ended
question: 'What are the most critical problems faC|ng ‘you as chlef .
executive in deallng wnth envnronmental matters?" The latter questaon
gives the respondent an opportunnty to enther relnforce some of hus
previous responses, such as complalnts about hIS relatlons wnth the '
state and federal governments; to reinforce someé of hns evaluatlons

of the seriousness of various pollution. problems, ‘such as cntlng ’
solid waste as one of the 'critical problems... in deallng with envnron-
mental matters,“ or, to indicate some aspects of envcronmental ‘
management not directly examined in the questionnaire such’ as'y 3
problems of balancing the demands of 'special lnterests“ against the o
common 1y Invoked perceptlons of “publlc anterest " '

<

I

OBSTACLES TO ENVIRONMENTAL HANAGEMEN‘T o

A summary of the responses of the city and county officials to the

question '""What are the major obstacles to environmental management

in your municipality 7" are included in Tables 119 and 120. Clearly,
inadequate finances is perceived as the most important obstacle. ) o
Almost three-fourths of the cities respondlng to this questlon cite’ '”,i'”
|nadequate finances as an obstacle. In every category of cntles, thlS

is the factor cited most frequently ‘Counties are almost as concerned

about money--more than two-thirds of the countles cite it as an. obstacle

The larger counties,’ however,, cite fragmentation of. respons;blllty »
between levels of government more frequently, as. do counties in the -
Northeast, and those with an admlnlstrator., State’ respondents also
recognize the seriousness of scarce financial resources==95% of. o
the states cite this factor as an obstacle. While 69% of the federal o
respondents perceive |nadequate flnances as a sernous problem more of Co
them (75%) cite fragmentation as a problem. '

N N
e i

Besides financial problems, there IS hlgh agreement among respondents L
,that the fragmentatlon of respons:blllty between levels of government

is a serious obstacle to environmental management. Almost half of )
the cities (49%) cite it, as do 64% of the counties, 53%. of the” states, ‘and
75% of the federal respondents " Although .there is much agreement that ’
the delineation of respons:blluty between the” varlous levels of govern-
ment for environmental management is not clear, it is unllkely that _
there would be consensus on how to resolve this problem. EV|dence for
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this latter statement may be seen in the responses to a question
directed to the state and federal officials asking them which unit

of government (from local through regional to state) "'should provide"
a series of environmental management ''services,' e.g., alr pollution
abatement, solid waste dlsposal A large majority of the states

(67% to 88%) feel they should provude or at least share in the
provision of, services concerning air, nonse and water pollution
abatement. For the other services (e.g. refuse collection, sewage,
water- supply and”dlstrlbutlon) a: maJorlt& ‘of ‘the ‘states Indicate
cities-should be the'provlder, except for solid ‘waste disposal in
which- counttes are clted sllghtly more frequently than cities.
Federal’ respondents, on the other hand, prefer an ”area-wlde or
multl-Jurusdlctlonal unlt,“'and give the states a predomlnant edge
~only ‘regarding sewer lines, and the” CltleS only on no:se pollutlon
abatement and refuse collectlon.

-
l
The’ thlrd major obstacle cited by clties is a lack of expertise.

Thirty-eight percent (38%) of the cities cnte ‘this ‘factor. Counties
are somewhat less concerned only 26% cite it, thereby placing it in
fourth position (after "lnsufflclent enabling. leglslatlon”) The

state respondents also place it as, .the third most frequently cited with
h2%. The federal respondents place it fourth, although 56% cited it

as an: obstacle for local governments. For. the counties, the smaller
ones are more likely to consider it a problem than the larger ones.
There is no relatlonshlp between size and citing this factor for the
cutles -

Other lndlcatlons that lack of expertise is a problem for local
governments can be seen -in the data on factors contributing to the
development of: envuronmental management programs. As mentioned earlier,
the data indicate avallable expertise is the factor least likely

to be mentioned {only 19% of the cities and 27% of the counties cite
it). ‘In addition, the“local governments. indicate elsewhere in the
survey that they need additional training even though they have a
variety of expertlse avallable WIthln their staffs. Only 13% of the
cities and 21%’ of the countiés do not indicate a need for some type of
environmental tralnlng (see Tables “121 and"122). The greatest need

for tralnlng comes in the broader areas of !'general envi ronment"

(69% of the cities and 70% of the counties indicate a need for additional
training-in that area), env:ronmental standards and enforcement (71%

and 60%), and environmental impact statements (56% and 55%). Less

need is éxpressed for more applied and technical areas of water (17%

of the cities but 35% of the counties), liquid waste (22% and 32%), and solld
waste (28% and 46%). This' reflects the areas of expertlse listed as
available’ within their staff. For example, using city data only, 76%
claim available expertlse for water quality, 86% for sewerage, and

79% for solid waste in contrast to only 11% for environmental sciences,
and 26% for'environmental management. Other applied areas do show
gaps, however, ‘'wi th only 16% of the cities indicating available internal
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expertise on air quality and 21% on noise. Land use expertise, however,
is indicated as readily available, with 84% of the cities clalmlng

such expertise. Larger cities and central cities generally have

more expertise represented on their staffs (see Table 123). It is
interesting to note that large and central cities generally are not

less Tikely to indicate a need for training in a particular area,
despite their higher avallablllty (see Table 124 for comparable
county data). : ‘ ‘

The cities report a wide range of sources to supplement their own
expertise. The source most frequently cited is state officials (68%).
Consulting firms are the second most frequently cited source (60%).

Other governmental sources include federal officials (32%), COG or

other regional staff (29%), and other local government§.(206) Environ~"
mental groups (26%) and universities (18%) are additional sources. The
wide range of sources indicates that the limitations of inadequate

staff expertise can be overcome, and the nature of most of the sources
indicates at little financial burden (see Table 125, which also 1ndlcates
that the central cities and the large cities are more likely to- be turn-
ing to federal officials than the other cities do). Suburban cities

are least likely of the cities to turn to the federal” level. and

are most likely to turn to other local sources such as other cities and
C0Gs. Counties also indicate substantial use of state and federal
officials and outside consulting firms (see Table 126).

Inadequate methods to measure problems and an absence of necessary
technology are cited as obstacles to environmental management by 36%
and 28% of the cities, respectlvely. For the counties the proportions
are 25% and 22% respectively, and for the state respondents it is 37%
and 21% respectively. Federal officials are relatively more concerned
about inadequate measures of the problem, as 61% indicate, making it
their third priority. Thirty-three- percent (334) list |nadequate
technology as a major obstacle

A lack of public support is indicated as an obstacle by approximately
one-fifth of the local governments (21% of the cities and 19% of the ‘
counties). The proportion of counties listing it is the lowest. for
any of the eight obstacles included in’ the question. Almost one-third
(32%) of the state officials cite it, as do 39% of the federal res-
pondents.

Insufficient enabling legislation is mentioned by 19% of the

cities as a major obstacle. Twice as many counties (38%) list it,
reflecting their lack of authority. For counties, it is the third
most frequently cited obstacle. State and federal” respondents place’ ‘
it near the end of their list with 21% of the states and 36% of the
federal agencies noting it.
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Fragmentation of responsibility within city or county government is
cited by 44% of the federal respondents (their fifth most frequently
cited obstacle). The others are far less likely to see it.as an
obstacle~-22% of the counties cite it, but only 11% of the cities and
states see it as an obstacle. For the cities and states it is the
least frequently cited: factor,

In summary, |nadequate flnances and problems of fragmentation of
responsibility between. the levels of government are the. two most
frequently cited obstacles by city, county, state, and federal respondents
alike. :

CRITICAL PRbB‘LEMS‘ I [{)EAL‘INE‘.WI:TI‘-I’ ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS

When asked to dlscuss the problems facnng local government chlef executives
in énvironmental management, local officials substantiated much of the

data from earlier closed-ended questlons. The single problem cited more
than any other by the respondents from each of the three levels of govern-
ment deals with inadequate funds and financial resources. The local govern-
ments often link the problem to the other levels of government somet imes
referrlng to federal impounding of funds or complaining about meeting
federal and state standards W|thout adequate financial assistance from
them. Occa5|onally, they note their inadequate tax base, and several
local’ respondents admit a reluctance of their own city counculs and
citizens to appropriate the money .

Besides citing various pollution problems (such as water quality or
solid waste) local executives' complaints involving federal and state
governments are the second most frequently cited category of problems.
Local governments are espécially bitter about changing and/or '"un-
realistic' standards and guidelines. .These complaints reflect the data
cited earlier in.Table 116 which indicates inadequate finances, admin=-
istrative uncertalnty or delay, and conflicting or unrealistic standards
as the three most frequently reported problems cities have encountered in
their relations with the state and federal governments. And as in_the
earlier data based on closed-ended questions, state governments are as
likely to be pointed out as is the federal government.

Another common prob]em frequently noted by the local governments (and
occasionally by the federal respondents but not by state officials) is the
need for increased staff expertise. Sometimes the problem is simply

cited as a need for expertise or knowledge, and sometimes the prob]em

is stated in terms of a need for additional staff. This complaint is
frequently tied to financial.need by the local governments.

The need for public support is another frequent theme. " Comments about

apathy and public misunderstanding are voiced. by. respondents from all
three levels of government.
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A number of respondents at all levels of government relate problems
facing the local chief executive in deallng with environmental
matters to the other issues he must face. ' The scarcity of resources
necessitates the development of priorities between the environment ,
and other policy issues, and between the different énvironmental issues:.
Several local’ governments refer to a conflict between economic develop-
ment or growth and environmental quality, or to othér issue conflicts
such: as housing versus open-space. Several :local governments mention .
the néed for cost-benefit analyses or other determinations of “whether

. or not environmental concern .is worth the social consequences that

will follow it" (to use the words of one respondent) Sometimes the
local governmental respondent complains about a lack of goals, either

in general terms or speclfically related to the enylronment..p,
Competltlon and conflict dOncernlng communlty goals and priorltles

also leads to comments about the conflict between their spokesmen. A
number of cities comment on the conflict between developers and environ-
- mentalists. The number of local government respondents who single out
developers and ''special |nterests” for criticism are about equal to

‘the number who single out envnronmentalnsts as thé objéct of their
criticism. o o

The problem of fragmentatlon between levels of government is another
problem that is broader than just environmental matters, but is cited
by a number of respondents at all levels. Sometimes the comment refers
to problems between the local, state and federal governments, but-
usually it refers to jurisdictional conflict between units of local
government. Several citles and counties cite the fact that environ-
mental problems that concern them are out of their jurisdiction=--
usually they mean another city in the area. Occasionally, though, their
adverse comments refer to regional authorities. Other complaints

about a lack of authority for local governments- (2 relatively common
comment by federal respondents) often refer to the need. for addltional
enabling legislation. " :

The specific environmental problems most frequently cited by the local
governments are in the areas of water quality (especially the problem

of sewag treatment) and solid waste disposal. General:.land use problems
are also noted relatively frequently '

Although there is a wide range ‘of other problems facing the local chlef
executive as listed by them as well ‘as by respondents at the state and
federal levels, the ones discussed above are the most frequent.

SUMMARY

Money to develop programs and hlre the experts necessary to administer
them, and ‘the fragmentation of respons:bcllty between various local
governments and between. local, state, and federal governments which
complicates and exacerbates lntergovernmen;al relations, are problems
n environmental management - which clearly emerge from the analyses:of
‘the data from open-ended . and closed-ended questlons answered by local,
state, and federal offncuals.,
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Municipal
Year

Urb'an

Data

1140

Connecticut
Avent
APPEND X 1 N‘é‘mﬁesl

Washington DC
1 20036

In_temational

City .

Management

Association

Book . Service

Environmental Management
and Local Government
Questionnaire — 1973

Instructions: In the following ques-
tions. the term “municipality’ refers
to your organization whether county,
city, borough, town, township, or

village; and the term “‘chief executive”
is used to mean execuiives, managers,
“chief administrative officers, mayors,
chairmen, or first selectmen.

1. Definition

1. Based on your own feelings, rank the following local issues according to their importance in your community. (Rank
the items from 1 — 8; | = most important, 2 = next most important, etc. Do not use any number more than once.)

¢. Taxes

? a. Crime -

8- b. Education 12- f. Transportation
9- ¢. Environment 13 g. Welfare

10- 14-

d. Housing and urban blight

h. Other (specify)

2. Various officials have diffening definitions of the term “environment.” Which of the following groups of items most
closely agrees with your own definition of “‘environment.” (Check one) ’

15- 1. Air, noise, sewerage, solid waste, toxic substances. water
2, Allin response *1" plus energy. historical preservation, land use and open space,
radiation, population, and wildlife preservation ) .

recreation, streets and highways

public safety, and welfare

3. All in responses *“1™ and *2” plus aesthetics, health, housing, mass transportation,

4, All in responses 17, 2" and “3™ plus economic development, education, employment,

3. Rate the severity of the following problems in your municipality. (Circle one response for each item.)

No problem (1) (2) 3) 4) (5) Severe problem
' L -/ / [ )
16- a, Aesthetics 1 2.3 4 5 f. Radiation 12 3 4 5
17- b, Air 1 2 3 4 3 g. Solid waste 1 2 3 4 5
18- ¢, Growth 1 2 3 4 5 h. Wastewater I 2 3 4 5
19- d. Land use I 2 3 .4 5 i. Water supply 1 2 3 4 5
20- ¢, Noise 1 2 3 4 5 j. Other 1 2 3 4 5
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NOTE: In the following questions, the term “environment” refers to the categories listed in Question 3,

. Organization and Policy

. UNDER
4. Has your municipality adopted a statement of general . ‘ CONSID-
environmental goals or policy? ........... e "YES () NO ( ) ERATION ( ) 126
If “YES,” in whatvyear wasitadopted? .................. i Lo 19 o L2728
'
5. Does your municipality have a staff committee which meets regularly. ; s
specifically to consider environmental matters? . . . ..., ... ........ “e.w..i... YES () NO ( ) 29
6. Does your municipaﬁty have an envimnmental depariment oragency? ......... .. w. YES () NO ( ) =30
If“YES,””
A. Is it separate or a part of another department or agency?
31-
' 1. Separate
2. Apart of an agency (Please specify)
B. In what year was it established? ......... e e 19 32-33
C. Number of full-time professional and/or technicalstaff ..................... . '34-36
D. What are the department’s primary functions? (Check all those applicable.)
37- a. Research L ¢. Environmental impact assessment
38 b. Planning ) o 42 f. Program development
3% ¢. Inspection and monitoring B g. Advisory functions
8- ______d. Enforcement, 44 . h, Interdepartmental coordination
45 _____ i. Other (specify) .
7. Has your municipality expanded the responsibility of previous exlstmg citizen boards
or commissions to include environmental problems and 1ssues?. e civeen . YES () NO () a6
If “YES,” which boards and commissions? (Check all applicable.)
47 . 50- :
a. Park and recreation : d. Community development
4 b. Planning St e, Other (specify)
8- c. Historic preservation .
8. Has your municipality created a citizen environmental board or )
commission which deals with environmental issues? . ................ vevvaa. YES () NO ( ) $2
If “YES,”
AInwhatyearwasltcreated?.....'v....‘...........................;... 19 i 53.54
B. How many members does it have? ..... e, e i e _ 5587



8.

16~
17-
18-
19-

12.

24-
25-
26-
27-

C. What are its primary functions? (Check all those applicable.)

58- a. Investigate environmental problems ¢1-_____d. Advise the municipality’s governing body
59- b. Organize community programs 62- ¢. Enforce environmental quality standards
60- e Educate the public 63, .f. Other (specify)

D.Is thxs a specmhzed citizen envxronmental board or commission which deals with

If “YES,” what topics does it consider? (Check all those apphcable )

68 .4, Air ' 67- b. Solid waste
66- b Water » 68— ¢, Other (specxfy)

Has an official in your municipality been de31gnated as havmg primary
responsibility for environmental mattefs? . . . .. ... ..ol YES ( ) NO ( )

y

If “YES,”

A. Who is that official? (Check one)
70'____ 1. The chief executive
2. A staff member in the chief executive’s office

(Specify position: )

- 3. Head of environmental department of agency

4. Head of another department

(Specify department: ) -
— . 5. Other (specify)

B. What are his primary environmental functions? (Check all those applicable.)

71- . a. Provide advice on environmental policy
72+ e b. Develop environmental programs

73- ¢. Supervise environmental activities

74- d. Carry out operational responsibilities for environmental programs
7. e. Other (specify)

Programs and Activities

In which of the following areas do you feel your municipality’s staff has competence? (Check all those applicable.)

. 8. Environmental management 12 f. Sewerage
— b, Environmental sciences 13- ___ g. Solid waste
—C. Air quality 14- h. Water quality
—d. Land use 15- i. Other (specify)
e. Noise

What type of environment-related trammg is needed fot the management staff of your municipality”
(Check all those applicable.)

.. 2. General environment 20- ¢. Solid waste
b. Environment standards and enforcement 21- f. Water
¢. Environmental impact statements 22- g. Other (specify)
d Liquid waste 23 h, None

Who has provided environmental expertise to your municipality in the past two years outsule your own mumcxpahty 5
staff? (Check all those applicable.)

a. Other local governments 28-___ e. Consulting firm

b. COG or other regional staff 29 f. University staff
—_C. State officials 30- g. Environmental groups

d. Federal officials ’ _ 31 h, Other (specify)
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13.

14,

.32

it FUH el : T : . : P ‘ e Cd
What are the most rmportant or mnovatrve actrons or programs your mumcrpallty has undertaken in the last two years
to improve or safeguard the environment? : :

(TSN

Ceeel

Has your municipality adopted a formai requirement for environihental impact stalements? '(Check one orily): "

’l” on public and private projects? , ..

2. on public pro;ects only?

3. on pnvate prolects only?
4 none o

A If“PUBLIC,”. wh'j‘ch‘projects are assessed?,

.. 33-

15.

16.

52-
53 -
54-
55-
56
§7-

_a. All'public projects
3 b. Public projects over a minimurn cost (Specify cost: - AR )
35-

¢. Other (specify)

B.If ‘,;PRIVATE," which projects are assessed? (Check all those applicable.)

36 -
— 2. Al prlvate prolects _
b Private prolects over a minimum cost (Speclfy cost: : )
38 - T —
, ¢. Private pro_]ects overa minimum number of units’ (Speclfy number R LS. 2)
39 T R

d Other (specrfy)

c.if “PUBLIC” andfor “PRIVATE,” who writes the statements? (Check all those apphcable )

e a. Chief executive’s office . 3
41- B *
b Environmental department

d. Outmde consultant 10 munlcxpahty

€. anate developer
f. Other-(specify) _

a2 as.

_c. Other department(s) -

D. If “PUBLIC” and/or “PRIVATE,”-who reviewsthe statements? (Check those applicable,) =+ =

46 ' 49 ‘ o
i a. Citizens or citizen groups : . d. Administrative staff = o

47- . 50- . .

b. Municipality’s legislative body ¢. ‘Other (specify)
48- .

c. Chief executive ) .

UNDER

Does your master plan include a conservation ‘ y - . CONSID-
(envrronmental) sectron? .............................. YES ( ) NO ( Y ERATION ( )

Which of the following fand use contro]s lra';'e been enacted by your munici'r)éli'ty"?“ (Check all those a_pplicablel)

a. Architectural appearance s g. Required installation of publrc factlmes

b. Flood pldin zoning ) (¢.g., sewers) by developers

¢. Growth limitations 5% . h. Required-dedication of land for public

L S : ‘ . - -purposes (e.g., schools, parks) by developers
d. Historical preservation 60 o
: : -~ i. Zoning for protection of natural resources
——— ¢. Marshland controls ' or ecological systems - s
_-f. Open space zoning ‘ B 61- i. Other (specrfy) g
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17. thch of the followmg controls have been enacted by your mumc:pahty" (Check all those apphcable )
62 a. Abandoned vehicle ordinance o f No:se ordinance:
> b. Tree preservation ordinance s g. Restrictions on nonreturnable bottles
,64‘ c. Erosion control ordinance oo h, Sanitation (refuse) ordinance
6 — d. Grading (excavation) ordinance B 7% i. Sign ordinance
e e. Housing code " j. Other (specify)
18, In which of the followmg areas has your mumctpalxty offmally adopted momtored or enforced envxronmental
quality standards?
Regularly "~ - S -
Standards monitored/ . ~Name of | . Number of
adopted measured ; enforcing enforcement
Environmental area (Check) (Check) A department staff
a Ar L i . - :
(&) (8) B 9 (10-12)
b.Noise............c.o..v.. ’ s - B =
(13) (14) {1s) (16-18)
c. Sewerage . ...............
19 (20) Toan (22-19)
d Water. .................. )
: . A @5) G T an TR0
19. "Has your musicipality sponsored, either by itself or jointly UNDER
with other governmental bodies, conferences for enforcing . _ CONSID-
environmental standards” ............................. "YES ( ) NO ( ) ERATION ( )
If “YES,” please specify.
20.  Does your mumcxpahty have tax incentives or. sub51d1es to - UNDER
stimulate business and industry to develop programs for CONSID-
improving environmental quality? .. ....: L oo “YES (- ) NO ( ') ERATION ( )=
If “YES,” please specify.
21, Does Slour municipality have a penalty (fine or tax) structure . UNDER
in which business and industry pay for discharging pollutants ‘ ‘ CONSID-
directly into the environment? .. ... oo YES (- ) NO.( ) ERATION ( )3
If “YES,” please specify. .
22. Has your municipality imposed a moratorium based on environmental considerations

in the last two years? ...

If“YES

A. What was delayed? (Check all those applicable.)

35-

a. Issuance of bulldmg perrmts
36
b, Requests for rezoning

B. Why was the moratorium imposéd‘?

........... eiiiei.... YES () NO ()3

37-
C. Water Or sewer COﬂﬂeCllOﬂS

d. Other (specxfy)

C.How mony months was the moratorium in effect? (If still in effect,

how long has it been in effect?) ... ....... . ...

....................... . months

(39-40) -



23.

24.

Has your municipality z'hit)‘a}ed aﬁy major legal suit(s) regarding environmental
mattersin the last two years? . . ... ... .ttt e e YES ( .) NO ( )

If “YES,” what was the subject of the suit(s)?

Has your municipality been the object of any environmental suit(s) -

25.

a3
49
50-

52-

01 Ehe Jast tWO YEAIST -+« v e v vt e FUTT L .. YES () NO. ()
If “YES.”

A. Who brought the suit(s)? (Check all those applicable.) . e

43- . . . 46-,
———w— 3. Environmental group B .
44. . . 47-

45 b. Private business

¢. State governments

d. Federal goveinment
¢. Other (specify)

B. What was the subject of the suit(s)?

What are the major factors contributing to your mumcnpalxty developing enwronmental management programs"
(Check all those applicable.)

a. Environmental deterioration — f. Public support
b. Concerned municipal officials :4' g. Active environmental or civic groups
c. Enabling legislation 5:: h. State or federal requirements
-d. Available expertise i. Other (specify)
e. State or federal financial

incentives or assistance

26. What are the major obstacles to environmental management in your municipality? (Check all those applicable.)

57-
58-
59-

60-
61-

Iv.

27.

u

a. Insufficient enabling legislation 61'__ f. Fragmentation of responsibility

b. Lack of public silpport . between levels of government

¢. Inadequate methods to measure. g. Fragmentation of responsibility
problems : within'municipality

d. Lack of expertise 84 h. Absence of necessary tcchnology

e. Inadequate finances 8- i. Other (specify)

Intergovernmental Programs and Activities

Indicate the frequency of contact your mumcipahty has (had) with federal agencies regardmg envuonmental problems.
(Circle one for each item.) - ‘

Very P o Very
frequent Frequent Infrequent infrequent None

a. Corpsof Engineers . .................. 1 2 3 . 4 5
b. Department of Housing and

Urban Development . .. ................. 1 2 3. 4 ) 5
¢. Department of Interior . . .. ... .. ... e T 2 3 4 S
d. Department of Transportation ........... 1 2 3 4 5
e. Environmental Protection Agency ......... 1 2 3 4. 5
f. Other(specify) .. ... 1 2 3 4 5
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28,

29.

30.

31.

29-

30-

31.

3.

35-

36-

37-

How would you evaluate your municipality’s
regional offices? (Circle one for each item.) -

contact with the U. S Env1romnental Protecuon Agency s central and

O T (N

Very Very
satis- Satis- Unsatis- . unsatis- No
factory factory Neutral factory - factory contact

a. Central office .. ........... 1 2 3 4 5 6 m
b. Regionaloffice ........... 1 2 3 4 5 6 73
Has your municipality participated in the writing of federal
environmental impact statements? .. .. ... ..l i e YES ( ) NO (- ) m
If “YES,”
A.How many statements? . . . ... ... .. e 7577
B. What types of projects did the statements concern? (Check all those applicable.) , .

7'__;__.a. Airport V » 1o d. Roads

& b. Electric power “'___ ¢. Urban renewal

* ¢. Flood control 1 _ f. Other (specify)
C. Who writes the statemems? (Check all those applicable.)

1% a. Chief executive's office 16 d. Outside consultant

1+ b. Envu'onmental department 1 — €. Another governmental agency

s ¢. Other department(s) e f. Other (specify)
Has your municipality participated in reviewing federal environmental
impact statements? .. ................. e YES ( ) NO ( ) 1o
If “YES,”
A.Howmany statements? . . .. ... ..ottt it e

B. What types of pro_]ects did the statements concern? (Check all those apphcable J)

23- _ 26-

— Axrport

24 . L : 27-

b. Electric power

25- e 28

¢. Flood control

f. Other (specify)

d. Roads

e. Urban renewal

What major éffects, if any, has the féderal environmental impact procedure caused in your municipality?

(Check all those applicable.)

. Lo 32

2. Resulted in project improvements
b. Provided citizen participation 3
34-

¢, Consumed extensive staff time -

g

d. Delayed project(s)

e, “Killed” project(s) -
f. No effect

Wxth wh.lch of the following state and/or federal standards is your municipality having dlfﬁculty complying?

(Check all those applicable.)

38-

a. State air quality
b. Federal air quality
c. State water quality

89

- 39-

d. Federal water quality

e. None

20-22



33.

34, Which of the following problems have you encountered in your relations with state drid federal govemments' con-
cemning environmental management? (Check those applicable for both federal and state levels.)
State Federal State Federat
0] @ ' ) @
:;: a. Overlapping programs :::' - . & Inadequate communication
b. Conflicting or unreal- - . f. Inadequite technical assistance
- istic ;tandards g. Uncertainty and: delay of
————— ¢. Unreasonable enforce- .5 ) . program administration
% ment measures - 45- — . h. Inadequate funding :
— d. Inadequate local partici- L i. Other(specify) .
pation in policy making D e
35. If you have implemented the following environmental strategies, how éffective have they been in promoting and
securing environmental quality? If you have not used the following environmental strategies, in your opinion, how
‘ effecnve do you think they would be? (C1rcle appropnate response.)
Very o ' ‘ I Very Don't
effective: . Effective -Neuual} . Ineffective ineffective © know
a. Environmental agency ....... 1 2 3 4 -5 - 6
b. Citizen advisory board ....... 1 2 3 4 S 6
¢. Environmental impact : : ' : :
statements ... .......... 1 2 3 4 S 6
d. Land use controls. .- .. ...... 1 2 3 4 5 6
e. Environmental quality :
standards . ............ T 2 3 4 5 6
f. Enforcement conferences . .. . . 1 2 - 3 4 5. 6
g. Tax incentives............. 1 2 3 4 5. 6
h. Penalty charges ........... 1 2 3 4 5 6
i. Moratoriums ............. 1 2 3 4 5 6
jolawsuits ............... 1° 2 3 4 5 6
k. Intergovernmental and S i
regional arrangéments . . . .. S 2 3 - 4 5 6
36.

Has your municipality participated in enforcement conferences during the last
two years sponsored by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency? . ............ YES ( ) NO ( )

If “YES,” please specify.

What are the most critical problems facing you as chief executive in;dqaliné‘yﬁth environmental matters?

Please attach copies of any environmental reports or owdmances where appropriate to- the 1tems discussed above.
Thank you for your assistance!

Name t Title
1
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